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ABSTRACT
Effects of Parental Incarceration on Their Children: A Study
of Children of Incarcerated Parents
by
AMANKWAA Afua
Doctor of Philosophy

The adult prison population is estimated to have increased recently, at a rate similar to
the rate at which the total world population has increased. As prison adult population
increases, it can be inferred that the number of children with incarcerated parents is
also on the rise. However, with lack of data and policy on these children, particularly
in the Low Middle-Income Countries (LMICs), little or virtually nothing is known
about these children and how they are faring after the separation of their parents from
them. This study aimed at bridging this knowledge gap by examining the effects of
parental incarceration on their children. To address this, the study relied on three
sociological theories (strain, cumulative risk, and stigma) and one sociological concept
(social support) to explore how the incarceration of parents affects the lives of their
children. Using a sequential exploratory mixed method approach, the study answers
the following questions: What are the difficulties children of incarcerated parents
encounter during the incarceration of their parents? What social support systems are
available for these children? Does the incarceration of parents affect the attitude of
peers towards the children? Based on the last question, it was hypothesised that,
children whose parents have been incarcerated for committing an offense will be less
stigmatised compared to children with parents in different stigmatised status. To
address the questions regarding the difficulties children of incarcerated parents may
encounter and the availability of social support, in-depth interviews were conducted
with 17 children (aged 8 to 17 years) of incarcerated parents (in four prisons in the
Ashanti region of Ghana) and 10 caregivers of the children. Further, a vignette
experimental study was conducted to answer the question on the attitudes of others
(stigma) towards children of incarcerated parents. Children from four institutional
schools in Ghana were presented with 16 scenarios with 4 manipulation variables
(gender of child, incarceration status of parents, other source of stigma, and gravity of
offense). The qualitative data were analysed thematically while the quantitative data
were analysed using ANOVA test. Consistent with the strain and cumulative risk
theories, the results of the study indicated that, incarceration of parents led to similar
objective reaction of all children disliking their parents’ incarceration. However, the
subjective reaction of children differed depending on their living conditions prior to
their parents’ incarceration and resources available to them. Due to how most of the
incarcerated parents, whether resident or non-resident, contributed significantly to the

lives of their children before incarceration, their incarceration led to varying challenges
in the lives of their children (ranging from children’s behavioural problems to financial
difficulty, changes in residence and caregivers, relocation of siblings, school problems,
and stigmatisation). Some children however were able to navigate and positively adapt
to the challenges due to social support from family members, friends, and religious
organisations. However, access to and utilisation of informal support by children
differed, depending on their living conditions before parents’ incarceration. In line
with the stigma theory, the survey experimental data provided strong evidence that the
incarceration of parents led to stigmatisation of their children. Inconsistent with a
hypothesis of the study, the marks or attributes children carry as children of
incarcerated parents affected the attitude of others towards them.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
1.1 Introduction
Globally, there has been a sharp surge in prison population, with more than 10.35
million people either held in pre-trial detainees or sentenced prisons (Walmsley, 2018).
In the last two decades, the world’s prison population rate has increased about 24
percent, an increase similar to that of the world’s population for the same period
(Walmsley, 2018; World Bank, 2020). The increasing rate of incarceration in recent
years is alarming as it is further worsening social, economic, political and
psychological plights in many countries (Stevenson, 2011). Considering the acute rise
in the global prison population, it has become imperative to examine the impact that
incarceration has on both prisoners and society at large (Bhuller, Dahl, Loken &
Mogstad, 2018; Cochran, Siennick, & Mears, 2018; Kling, 2006; Liebling & Maruna,
2013)
Estimates from the World Prison Brief show that between 2000 and 2018, the prison
population increased by 29 percent in Africa (Walmsley, 2018). With such an
increasing rate in the prison population, the concern of the rise lies in the
characteristics of the imprisoned (Foster & Hagan, 2009; Shlafer & Poehlmann, 2010).
Since the prisons are absorbing an increasing number of adults who happen to be either
parents or caretakers (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008; Murray et al., 2012), it is fair to
assume that the number of children experiencing parental incarceration also has
increased (Sharratt, 2014). Research shows that an average of 125,000 children
encountered parental incarceration in 2007 in England and Wales (Murray, 2007).
About 2.3 percent children in the United States have parents in state or federal prisons
1

(Murray, Farrington & Sekol, 2012). However there appears to be lack of data on these
children in most Low or Middle-Income Countries (LMICs).
In the direction of the incarceration of parents, the limited number of existing studies
acknowledge the devastating consequences of this situation on children of offenders,
who are sometimes called ‘orphans of justice’ (Shaw, 1992; Murray, 2005), ‘forgotten
victims’ of crime (Matthews, 1983; Murray et al., 2012) and ‘Cinderella(s) of
penology’ (Shaw 1987; Murray et al., 2012). The effect of incarceration of parents on
their children is more or less like an indirect and subtle way of punishing the children
for acts committed by their parents (Murray & Farrington, 2008a; Ofori-Dua, Akuoko
& Kanwetuu, 2015).
Children of incarcerated parents have been shown to suffer a range of challenges
during the incarceration period, including depression, hyperactivity, aggressive
behaviour, withdrawal, regression, clinging behaviour, sleep problems, eating
problems, truancy and poor academic performance (Sharp & Marcus-mendoza, 2001;
Boswell, 2002; Snyder, Carlo & Mullins, 2002). The financial difficulties often
associated with parental incarceration (Finney-Hairston, 2002) might be at the root of
several additional challenges. Issues related to financial challenges are exacerbated
when a family tries to maintain contact/relationship with an incarcerated family
member. This emanates from spending additional money on court appeals,
transportation for visiting, telephone cost and other costs of maintaining contact with
the person while he or she is still in prison (Arditti, et al., 2010).
More often than not, families with imprisoned members in the quest to avoid
stigmatisation keep the loss or imprisonment as secret (Manby, et al., 2015). The
2

stigma associated with the incarceration of a parent might be very traumatic (Boswell,
2002a). Arditti (2005) suggests that children of incarcerated parents suffer from what
she terms “disenfranchised grief”, this occurs when a person experiences a loss that is
not or cannot be openly acknowledged, publicly mourned or socially supported
(Arditti, 2005, p. 253). Coping methods adopted by children in dealing with this stigma
may lead to both internalising and externalising behaviour. Children who internalise
as a coping mechanism to stigma may withdraw themselves from others, leading to
self-exclusion and low self-esteem (Greene, Haney & Hurtado, 2000; Brank, Greene
& Hochevar, 2011) while those who externalise may adopt the antisocial and criminal
lifestyles they learned from their incarcerated parents (Murray & Farrington, 2008).
Such intergenerational implications have been noted in studies that demonstrated the
high proportion of prisoners whose parents had been incarcerated (Kling, Blumstein
& Beck, 2017).
During parental incarceration, the issues of child custody or children’s living
arrangements often arise. As a result, many children may leave their current place of
abode to different places such as foster care homes or extended family houses. The
change in custody might also imply a child’s physical removal from familiar
environments like community, school and friends. Murray & Farrington (2005) assert
that the custody arrangement of children is likely to change during the incarceration of
parents, and foster parents or substitute caregivers might be unable to provide the kind
of care and supervision needed by traumatised children. Dallaire, Ciccone & Wilson
(2010) further argued that instability in the living conditions of children with
incarcerated parents might lead to negative performance and behaviour at school. In
fact, it has been argued that social disorganisation of communities (Clear, Rose &
3

Ryder, 1999), psychological burden on families amongst others are the effects of
incarceration (Chui, 2009; Mackintosh, Myers & Kennon, 2006).
The finding that parental incarceration is negatively associated with the children’s
well-being is not the entire story. In fact, some children of incarcerated parents do not
experience any negative effect or changes in their lives. In a study on the effect of
parental incarceration on children’s grade retention rate, Cho (2009) found that
children with incarcerated parents improved in terms of their grade retention
immediately after their parents were imprisoned. Positive or no effect of parental
incarceration on their children may be attributed to the fact that the relationship
between these children and their parents were not secured or the children were trying
to be indifferent due to their resilience (Nesmith & Ruhland, 2008; Shillingford &
Edwards, 2008). Some studies have also argued that parental incarceration might only
generate add-on effects, indeed, many of the traits exhibited by the children of
incarcerated parents are also seen in unstable homes, but where the parents have never
been incarcerated (Eddy & Reid, 2003; Poehlmann, 2005). These factors might have
caused problematic behaviours in these children even before the parental separation.
The shift from such problematic situation to a more stable environment may have also
done the children some good. They can now focus on their books and do things they
enjoy. In short, the main or latent effects of parental incarceration on the lives of their
children require further investigation.
These effects in Africa have received limited attention, despite the recent increase in
the number of adults incarcerated. It is therefore essential to have a deeper
investigation into how general relationships between incarceration and children’s lives
4

are shaped by social, political and other elements that characterise African
environments.

1.2 Parent- child separation
Ensuring the rights and well-being of children should be very important to every
government. Governments are expected to develop policies that ensure the
preservation of children’s rights and well-being and should enforce these policies at
the household level. Many countries across the globe have established such policies,
but there has been a significant rise in the number of adults (parents) who cannot be
depended upon to implement them (Walmsley, 2018). Fritsch & Burkhead (1981) posit
that with the change in family structure from extended to more nuclear-oriented
families, fewer adults like grandparents, aunts and uncles feel a responsibility to care
for children whose parents are taken away. As a result, the separation of parents from
children may have negative repercussions on the upbringing of the children and their
future.
The effects of parent-child separation might depend on the mode in which the
separation occurs and the type of relationship that existed before the separation
(Kobak, 1999). Separation of children from parents occurs when parents are
hospitalised or die, when they travel for work (including military service), and when
they divorce, as well as when they are incarcerated. The severity of the impact of
separation on children might vary, depending on which mode of separation is involved
(Murray & Farrington, 2008a). For example, the separation of children from parents
due to death, illness or hospitalisation may be sad but it often brings about unity within
the family and elicits sympathy from others (Schoenbauer, 1986), unlike separation
due to divorce or incarceration, which might not attract sympathy but rather stigma
5

and disunity( Arditti, 2005). In a study comparing four categories of boys who
experienced parental separation: death, hospitalisation, divorce and incarceration, the
sons of incarcerated parents had the highest level of internalizing and antisocial
behaviour (Murray & Farrington, 2008) and had the experience of child delinquency
and intergenerational transmission of offense (Murray & Farrington, 2005).
Emery (1999) argues that most children who experience problems after separation
from parents had risk factors existing in the family before separation. According to
Emery, the inter-parental stress, conflict associated divorce and the trauma associated
with these also strains the relationship between parents and children. Moreover, the
traumatic events that occur in the separation of a parent due to divorce may also exist
in parental separation due to imprisonment; children might experience parental
conflict, financial difficulty, and diminished contact between the child and the nonresident parent. There could also be caregiving parent stress, with the separation been
unintended, unexpected and unexplained (Richards, 1992) .
According to Geller (2013) and Murray (2007), most children with incarcerated
parents were not living with both parents before the incarceration of one or both
parents. Children from divorced families might enjoy support from both parents since
they might be working and can provide for their needs (Fabricius, Braver & Deneau,
2003). However, incarcerated parents may not be able to provide financial assistance
to their children and maintaining contact with incarcerated parents might be difficult
(Arditti et al., 2003).
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In line with the above discussion the difficulties children of incarcerated parents may
encounter during their parents’ incarceration might be different from that of children
experiencing other forms of separation.

1.3 The problem and motivation of study
Like other parts of the world in recent years, the issues of child delinquency and social
vices committed by children have been on the rise in Ghana (MOWAC, 2012). The
2010 “Education For All” (EFA) Global Monitoring Report revealed that the primary
school enrolment rate in most sub-Saharan African countries is high. However, most
children drop out before completing secondary education (UNESCO, 2010).
According to UNESCO’s Institute of Statistics (2018), 85 percent of children are
enrolled in primary education relative to some 53 percent and 16 percent in secondary
and tertiary education, respectively. This shows that about 32 percent of children do
not make it to secondary school and far fewer to tertiary. In Ghana, UNICEF (2015)
estimates that about 500,000 children are out of school. School dropout is linked with
further problems such as homelessness, child labour and teenage pregnancy
(Rosenberg et al., 2015).
Ampiah & Adu-Yeboah (2009) find that over 20 percent of school-age children in
Ghana either have dropped out of school or have never enrolled. The Ministry of
Gender, Children and Social Protection in 2011 reported that over 50,000 children
were living and working on the streets of Ghana (MOWAC, 2012). Also, increased
teenage pregnancy and rising early marriage rates have placed the country among
global leaders in terms of child marriage prevalence rates (Konadu, Gyesaw &
Ankomah, 2013). The number of juveniles committing offenses ranging from stealing,
raping, defrauding to robbing has also been on the ascendancy (Ghana Prison Service,
7

2015). The Ghana Prison Service asserts that an increase in the juvenile inmate
population has led to keeping some juveniles in adult prisons (Ghana Prison Service,
2015).
A number of studies have investigated the possible underlying causal factors leading
to the problems of school dropout (Ampiah & Adu-Yeboah, 2009; Ananga, 2011),
teenage pregnancy and early marriage (Konadu & Ankomah, 2013), street children,
child labour and rise in juvenile delinquency (Asante, 2016) in Ghana. Most of these
studies found financial problems, family breakdown and school-related problems as
the causal factors of these problems. These factors are mainly found to emanate from
parental separation. Imoh (2012) narrates how the family system is changing from the
extended collectivist system where kinship members assisted with the upbringing of
children since they were seen as belonging to the entire family to a more individualistic
one, largely as a result of migration associated with globalisation and increasing
economic challenges. With the individualistic system, parents become the sole
caregivers of their children and their separation may lead to various problems.
Therefore, when biological parents are away, getting people to take oversight
responsibility on children becomes challenging.
As the issues and challenges bedevilling children have become universal concern, the
root cause has become an academic interest. A number of scholars from some
developed countries have found incarceration of parents to be a major cause of broken
and disorganised homes (Arditti, & Savla, 2015; Poehlmann, 2005), leading to the
vices children are faced with. Incarceration may lead to parent-child separation, which
might lead to a change in parent-child relationship and attachment insecurity (Murray
& Murray, 2010; Poehlmann, 2005), ill health (Parke & Clarke-Stewart, 2002),
8

financial difficulty (Chui, 2009; Geller, 2013), change in residence and change in
caregiver (Geller et al., 2009; Lowenstein, 1986), behavioural problems (Murray &
Farrington, 2008a; Shlafer & Poehlmann, 2010), school-related problems (Nesmith &
Ruhland 2008; Haskin 2014), changes in friends (Manby et al., 2015), stigma and
intergenerational transmission of criminal behaviour (Boswell 2002; Hagan& Myers
2003). All these factors affect the upbringing and well-being of children. Clear (2009)
asserts that authorities and concerned stakeholders have overlooked the various means
by which the heavy use of incarceration may affect individuals, children, families, and
even communities beyond the prison walls.
The Government of Ghana has implemented various social intervention programs –
Free Education Programme, School Feeding Programme, Capitation Grant, Livelihood
Empowered Programme (LEAP), etc. aimed at improving the well-being of children.
While these institutional arrangements and social interventions have yielded some
positive results in terms of enhancing the welfare of children, a significant number of
children in the country continue to commit social vices. According to the Government
of Ghana Justice for Children Policy (2015), child social malignancy and
delinquencies are still on the ascendancy in the country.
Though the findings of some of the existing studies have informed government policies
to some extent in areas of finance and education, the problems of school dropout,
teenage pregnancy, early marriage, street children, child labour and juvenile
delinquency persist to a greater degree. This has necessitated the need to investigate
other possible root causes of the problem.
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Though studies on the effects of parental incarceration on children abound in Western
countries, little is known about other regions, especially Africa. With a changing pace
of social, economic and demographic factors in many African countries, conducting
such a study in Africa becomes imperative. Ghana is experiencing these changes, and
Ghana has recently seen a rise in incarceration, especially adult incarceration. Between
2000 and 2018, a period when Ghana’s general population increased by 54 percent,
the country’s prison population grew by 56 percent. Most inmates are adults between
the ages of 18–40 (Ghana Prison Service, 2016). It must be noted that with such
increase in adult population in the various prisons of the country, the number of
children with incarcerated parents has also been on the rise. The concern that hence
arises is how the parental incarceration affect the children. Who takes care of them
after their parents have been incarcerated, how do they feel and how does the
incarceration affect them physically, emotionally, psychologically, and economically?
Knowledge about these rarely exist in Ghana, as the country lacks data on children of
incarcerated parents and a governmental/non-governmental institution to cater for
these children. This study is therefore designed to be a trendsetter in the investigation
of the effects of parental incarceration on children in Ghana.

1.4 Objectives
Based on the preceding discussion, the main objective of this study is to examine the
effect that incarceration of parents has on their children, considering the living
conditions of these children before the incarceration of their parents. In order to answer
the research question and inform policy direction to reduce the effect of parental
incarceration on their children, this study focuses on three specific objectives:
•

To explore the challenges children encounter as a result of their parents’
10

incarceration.
•

To examine the social support systems available to children of incarcerated
parents.

•

To examine the difference in attitudes of others (peers) towards children of
incarcerated parents.

1.5 Justification of study
The extensive effects of parental incarceration on the well-being of their children are
recognised globally (Chui, 2009; Joseph Murray, Loeber & Pardini, 2012; Murray &
Murray, 2010; Ofori-Dua et al., 2015). Alas, lack of data and policies on these children
in most sub-Saharan African countries, including Ghana, have made the plights of
these children largely unknown. The Ministry of Gender, Children and Social
Protection, charged with seeing to the well-being of all children in Ghana has
channelled its limited resources to addressing issues affecting orphans and settling
household dispute to the neglect of children of incarcerated parents (Government of
Ghana, 2014). A critical understanding of the impact of parental incarceration on their
children remains a fundamental requirement for helping and enhancing their wellbeing. In addition, reliable data on these children may be imperative for the
development and implementation of policies and strategies, which may help curtail the
negative impact of parental incarceration.
Further, a report by the UNICEF (2014) posits that the obstacles to justice faced by
children might be different from those faced by other citizens: they might face
particular lawful and social impediments due to their status as young persons since
they are mostly not allowed to have a say in matters concerning them. Though there
are a number of studies on these children they are usually not used as respondents for
11

them to express their views making them face similar obstacle even in research (Arditti
et al., 2017; Poehlmann, Dallaire, Loper, & Shear, 2010). Gathering of data from
children is crucial, as it will bring to fore their perspectives on how incarceration of
parents impacts their lives. Such analysis can yield insights that are crucial to better
policy formulation and implementation.
Moreover, findings of earlier studies were mainly dependent on the characteristics of
the countries examined, most notably the prison and welfare systems that operated in
those countries. Particularly due to increased data accessibility there, a chunk of the
studies on parents’ incarceration and their children’s well-being have been
concentrated in these regions (Chui, 2009; Clear et al., 1999; Kinner et al., 2007).
Some found parental incarceration as having negative effects on children (Poehlmann
et al., 2010; Geller, 2013; Turney & Haskins, 2014), while others found no effect or
even a positive effect (Eddy & Reid, 2003; Cho, 2009). The recent rise in the parental
incarceration rate has become a matter of global concern and as a result, a focus on
other regions apart from the West has become imperative to the reaching of globally
relevant generalisations as well as to refined understanding of regional variations. In
this regard, we shift the attention to the developing world and specifically focus on
Africa, considering that parental incarceration phenomenon is on the ascendency in
recent years. Within Africa, we make a case for Ghana, as this country has experienced
rapid social, economic and demographical changes which have been different from
those of other African states (and the West) and thus, if one wishes to understand
Ghana, then one must study it directly. Therefore, we deem it necessary to examine
how children are affected by the incarceration of their parents in Ghana.

12

1.6 Structure of the dissertation
The study is organised into seven chapters. The first chapter introduces readers to the
research topic. Literature related to the topic under investigation is covered in chapter
two. Sub-themes linked to the topic and theory upon which the foundation of the study
is grounded are also presented in chapter two. Chapter three presents background of
the research site. Chapter four covers the methodology, scope and contextualisation of
the study. The fifth and sixth chapters present and analyze the empircal findings of the
study. Chapter five focuses the presentation and discussion of the qualitative findings.
The chapter is divided into the five themes derived from the analysis of the reports
from children and their caregivers. Chapter six examines the attitude of peers towards
children of incarcerated parents using experimental survey. The final chapter, chapter
seven, concludes the study with a summary of findings, conclusions, contributions and
policy recommendations of the study that are relevant to policymakers who seek to
reduce the effects of parental incarceration on their children.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This chapter presents both the theoretical and empirical background the study hinges
on. It presents and reviews the stance of various studies on the topic. Hypotheses for
the study are formulated in this chapter.

2.2 Living conditions of children before parental incarceration
Parental incarceration might be linked to effects on the well-being of their children.
Parents, as the first agents of socialisation, may have a lot of influence on their
children. As a result, separating children from their parents might bring about certain
dysfunctions in the behaviour of the children. However, there might already be other
risk factors causing dysfunctional behaviour among the children, and the incarceration
of their parents may only be a tipping point (Turney, 2017). In this case, it becomes
important to consider the living conditions of the parents and children before the
incarceration of the parents. The effect of parental incarceration on children might be
different based on the relationship and circumstances that existed before the
incarceration (Parke & Clarke-Stewart, 2002). Greenfeld & Snell (2000) found in their
study that most women in prison were likely to have had a parent or a close family
member incarcerated before, had financial difficulty, had a parent who abused drug,
or had been a victim of abuse, which affected their well-being. In their study, Murray
& Farrington (2008b) found that most parents incarcerated are more likely to have
come from deprived social backgrounds or have history of internalizing and
externalizing behavioural problems even before their incarceration.
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Apart from the personal circumstances surrounding the parents, issues of living
arrangements have also come to the fore. For example, Parke & Clarke-Stewart (2002)
posited that most children of incarcerated parents were not living with their parents
before the incarceration. Siegel (2011) in her study also found that most children with
incarcerated parents lived in single-parent homes. From the sample of her study, she
found that only 64 percent of mothers lived with their children prior to their
incarceration. In addition, she found that most of the children who lived with their
mothers were either sporadically engaged or disengaged from their mothers leading to
their engagement with other individuals for support even before the incarceration of
their mothers. Similarly, Foster & Hagan (2009) found in their study that before
incarceration, mothers (58 percent) were more likely to be living with their children
compared to fathers (38 percent).
Murray (2007) argues in his study that most children might have gone through difficult
time of separation from one parent or both parents which might have caused a security
risk to their attachment before the incarceration of their parents. Though the separation
of children due to incarceration might affect their well-being and development, the
earlier separation (children not living with parents) might have created some
dysfunctions which the separation due to incarceration builds on (Murray, 2007). It is
also argued that parents’ separation due to incarceration may be relieving for some
children. For example, Murray (2005) argues that children who experience parental
drug abuse, child abuse, and violence before the incarceration of their parents feel
relieved upon the incarceration of their abusive parents.
Though not many studies have been conducted on the living arrangements of children
and parents before parents are incarcerated, the few reviews above point out two main
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implications. The first implication that can be inferred is that most children of
incarcerated parents are likely to be from single-parent families; and the second is that
majority of the children were living with their mothers.
The attachment of children to their parents is also something worth deliberating on.
Bowlby (1989) argued in his theory of attachment that children with secure attachment
can adapt well in the face of difficulties; unlike children with insecure attachment.
Treatment from parents, be it good or bad, may determine the level of attachment
children have with their parents. This attachment could be secure or insecure
attachment (Cassidy, 2008). Secure or insecure attachment of the children is reflected
in parents’ behaviour and attitude before incarceration. Sroufe (2005) in his study in
Minnesota concluded that children who have strong attachment pattern with parents
would be more able to control the level at which they will be affected by parental
separation relative to their peers who do not have a strong attachment. Poehlmann
(2005) studied 54 children between the ages of 2 and 7 years in the United States and
found that most of the children of incarcerated mothers could not bond with their
caregivers due to their stress experience with their parents prior to their incarceration.
She concluded that children with secure attachment prior to incarceration will be able
to adjust during incarceration. Insecure attachment before incarceration made it
difficult for children to cope or adjust well during the incarceration of their parents.
In contrast to the studies on attachment mentioned afore, Chui (2009) in his study
found that children who had no contact with their incarcerated parents prior to the
incarceration did not experience any bad consequence. A number of these children did
not want to associate themselves with the incarcerated parents; they wanted to be
indifferent. One of the children interviewed said “I’m used to being separated from my
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dad from when I was living in Shenzhen” (Chui, 2009 p.201). The child has gotten to
the stage where he does not feel the absence of his father since they were not bonded
before he was incarcerated. Similarly, Lowenstein (1986) in his study used the
perception of mothers serving as caregivers to evaluate the effect of parental
incarceration on children from Jewish families. The study concluded that children who
had no prior relationship with their fathers and were being stigmatised due to the
father's incarceration did not want to visit or write to their fathers in jail since there
was no relationship to be sustained. This does not mean that attachment is the only
benefit that children have with their parents since there are other benefits like
mentoring, protection, and provision of basic needs (food, shelter and clothing).
Parental separation may mean a lack of all these supports, which may affect the
children (Sroufe, Egeland, Carlson & Collins, 2005).
The exposure of children to risk factors before their separation from parents is also
considered important. Sameroff et al. (1987) studied various risk factors that are likely
to affect children’s development before their mothers’ incarceration. They used a set
of 10 family risk factors. The study found that children who had no experience with
these 10 family risk factors scored 30 points above children who had experienced 8 or
9 of these family factors in a verbal IQ test. In addition, scores on the degree of social
competence were found to decrease as the number of family risk factors available in
the children’s lives increased. Children who experienced greater family risk factors
had low social-emotional competence compared to children who had fewer risk factors
(Sameroff et al., 1987), which implies that children who have greater risk factors might
find it difficult coping in the face of trauma compared to children with low-risk factors.
On risk exposure, Mumola (2000) asserted that most parents incarcerated for the use
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of drugs were found using drugs in the month of their arrest. Parental use of drugs
could amount to poor parenting and exposure of their children to risk, and this could
affect the children’s well-being and development even before incarceration (Smith &
Farrington, 2004). Though the bonding might be there between the children and the
parents, abuse, violence, and neglect are common characteristics of parents who abuse
drugs (Serbin & Karp, 2004). A number of studies have established that children of
incarcerated parents experience lots of family risk factors compared to children whose
parents had never been incarcerated (Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Murray, 2007). This
could lead to behavioural problems on the part of the children and affect their ability
to cope in the face of trauma (Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Murray, 2007).
However, contrary to the studies mentioned above, Turney (2017) found that children
with low-risk exposure before parental incarceration were significantly affected by the
incarceration of their parents compared to children who had high-risk exposure before
incarceration. Turney (2017) argued that children with high-risk exposure may benefit
from the incarceration as they may have the opportunity to relocate to better living
arrangements. Some of the children would prefer parental absence to abusive and
violent parents. Eddy & Reid (2003) argued that incarceration of parents who deal in
drugs and stay on the streets for many hours or days could benefit their children. This
is the case as after their incarceration, their children may be taking to more conducive
environments. In addition, Turanovic, Rodriguez & Pratt (2012) found that
incarceration of a mother had no negative effect on her children if the mother was
engaged in antisocial behaviours before incarceration. An improvement in the
children’s lives was rather observed. Social and economic hardships are mostly
associated with people who are incarcerated. According to a report by the Social
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Exclusion Unit of the UK (SEU), 67 percent of prisoners were unemployed before
their imprisonment (SEU, 2002). This placed their families in economic difficulties
even before their incarceration. Braman (2004) opined that families with financial
difficulties before incarceration find it challenging to survive through parental
imprisonment. Siegel (2011) asserted in her book that most of the families of
incarcerated parents she interviewed were facing financial difficulties. This was due
to the fact that majority of the parents were unemployment and abused drugs even
before their incarceration. Mumola (2000) found contrary results that most parents
who were imprisoned reported to be working. However, their salaries were their only
means of subsistence. Chui (2009) found that most incarcerated fathers were the
breadwinners of their families prior to their incarceration. Their families therefore
faced financial difficulties after their incarceration. Turanovic et al. (2012) in their
study also found that though most fathers prior to their incarceration were non-resident
parents, they contributed meaningfully to the upkeep of their families. Crosnoe &
Cooper (2011) argued that it is important to study the economic standing of parents
before their incarceration as economic difficulties can bring about developmental
problems in their children’s lives.
In this section, a number of empirical studies have been reviewed. These studies have
been primarily concerned with the living conditions of parents, financial standing of
parents, living arrangements of the families, background of parents, and how attached
children were to their parents among others before parental incarceration. The
outcomes of these studies have not been one-sided. As some studies have found some
prevailing conditions of parents prior to their incarceration to have negative effect on
the children, some have found improvement and some others no significant effect. The
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differing outcomes of the studies is an indication that a lot more studies are required
for further substantiation of the issues. The differing results, though significant in their
own contexts, may be affected by a number of factors including the sample sizes
chosen, the countries and cities studied, and the social support systems prevailing in
the societies where these studies were conducted. This study focuses on a developing
country setting, Ghana, where conditions are substantially different from the
developed countries that the existing literature focused on. For example, as there exists
many and formal family support systems (even for children of incarcerated parents) in
developed countries, these are tremendously missing in many developing countries,
Ghana in particular. As a result, extension of the study to a different setting is pertinent.

2.3 Effect of parental incarceration on their children
In general, the incarceration of parents might come with some adverse effects on their
left behind families, especially the children ( Ofori-Dua et al., 2015). The whole issue
of parental incarceration might have adverse effect on their children from the arrest
through to imprisonment and even after they are released. The incarceration of a parent
comes with numerous difficulties for their children including trauma (Poehlmann,
2005), loneliness, stigma (Boswell, 2002b), unstable living arrangements, financial
difficulty (Chui, 2009), school-related problems, health issues, and adverse
behavioural outcome (Murray et al., 2012). The incarceration of parents might affect
the well-being of their children; and this may cause people to relate to them in ways
that further endanger their well-being. Dallaire, Ciccone & Wilson (2012) assert that
recent increase in the body of research concerning the effect of parental incarceration
on their children proves that these children are suffering.
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2.3.1 Effects of parental arrest on children
The arrest of parents can be very traumatic for their children (Eley & Stevenson, 2000).
Van Nijnatten (1998) posits that during the arrest of parents, children become
frightened, surprised, and puzzled. Children not understanding the arrest and having
no idea why their parents have been arrested can be traumatised and confused (Parke
& Clarke-Stewart, 2002). Mostly, arrest occurs during hours when people are expected
to be home (Braman, 2004). As a result, children are most often home when their
parents are being arrested.
The arrest of parents can cause nightmares and inability to sleep on the part of children.
Children witnessing what happens during arrests could be problematic since
sometimes arrests are very violent with police officers firing warning shots and
banging doors (Kampfner, 1995; Van Nijnatten, 1998). According to Kobak & Madsen
(2008)), children can well adjust to the separation and arrest of parents if they are given
information concerning the separation before it happens. With that, they can prepare
themselves physically and mentally. It is believed that this may reduce the effect of
the arrest and separation. Bowlby (1989) argues that if the separation of parents from
their children is well managed, it will be less traumatic compared to separation which
occurs suddenly and frighteningly.
Managed separation is also considered important as it enables time and space to
consider who takes care of the children. If separations are unplanned, such as in the
case of arrests and subsequent incarcerations, planning regarding taking care of the
children becomes problematic. In many instances, family members are caught in the
web of believing that their arrested kinsmen would be released after a short while. This
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mentality has in most cases affected custody arrangements of the children (Murray et
al., 2012).
Children coming from intact homes may fall on the attachment of the other parent in
case one gets separated through arrest or incarceration. Breaking of news to children
who were absent during parental arrest might be very difficult and worrying.
Poehlmann (2005) conducted a study to investigate the effect of parental arrest on
children’s attachment, according to what they are told concerning their parents' arrest.
Children who were well informed about their parents' arrest and absence were able to
build a secure attachment with their caregivers than those who were not given enough
information on the absence of their parents (Poehlmann, 2005). Nolen-Hoeksema,
Larson & Grayson (1999) emphasised that giving children truthful information about
their parents’ imprisonment will help them confirm their experience and deal with the
new life they will be living.
The various studies reviewed generally indicate that the arrest of parents and the
breaking of news of the arrest to their children might be very traumatic and stressful
for the children. However, most of these studies focus on experiences from developed
countries. Considering that experiences from developing countries may differ, it is
expedient to also examine from a developing country perspective. The police in
developing countries, like Ghana, are more brutal than those in the developed
countries. In Ghana for instance, lots of offenders or people who are arrested do not
know their rights, and in scenarios where they could resist arrests, they are unable to
do so. Besides, a lot of the police officers do not also go by their own rules and
regulations; and on many occasions, flout them to the detriment of the citizens.
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2.3.2 Parent-child separation and contact maintenance
Most studies on parental incarceration have argued that the incarceration of parents
might bring about disruption in the parent-child relationship. Children no longer have
the right and freedom to see their parents as and when they want but have to go through
a number rigidities before they can see or interact with their parents. Murray & Murray
(2010) in their study concluded that parental incarceration contributes to attachment
insecurity through parent-child separation, poor communication, lack of attachment
figure, and child strain. The inability of parents and children to interact during
imprisonment disturbs the relation that exists between parents and their children,
which may lead to behavioural problems on the part of the children.
For some children, even before the incarceration of their parents they were already
separated. Geller (2013) for examples found in her study that most fathers before
incarceration were non-resident, and the only means they used in maintaining contact
with their children was through visits. Geller, however, found that incarceration of
fathers caused disruption in their relationship with their children since most caregivers
were mothers who served as gatekeepers and regulated the relationship between the
children and their incarcerated fathers. This determined whether the children would be
allowed to have contact with their incarcerated fathers or not (Geller, 2013). This is
actually challenging if the mothers are not in good terms with the fathers.
The relationship between caregivers and incarcerated parents before incarceration is
also considered important since it largely determines if children will be allowed to visit
incarcerated parents or to generally maintain contact (Shlafer & Poehlmann, 2010). In
addition, how the caregivers treat the children also matter. Nesmith & Ruhland (2008)
found in their study that children were faced with caregiver stress which compounded
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the already existing problem of parental incarceration. Further to this, Tasca (2015)
found that caregivers of children of incarcerated parents mostly determined the level
of contact children had with their incarcerated parents. In addition, Tasca (2015) found
that other factors like prior parental involvement, parental right termination, type of
offense, sentence length, geographic distance, and prison security level were important
determinants of contact maintenance between children and their incarcerated parents.
Despite the difficulties in maintaining relationships between incarcerated parents and
their children, Chui (2010) in his study of 10 children and 10 partners of ex-prisoners
in Hong Kong found that visits, calls, and letter writing were the main means through
which contact was maintained. Arditti & Few (2006) also found telephone calls to be
a relevant means of contact maintenance. Arditti & Savla (2015) found in their study
that visitation of incarcerated parents might be the main means families of incarcerated
parents use in maintaining family ties. Moreover, Poehlmann et al. (2010) emphasise
the importance of visitations by asserting they reduce the stress and dangers associated
with parental incarceration.
Despite some children’s desire to visit their parents in the prisons, their dispositions
after the visit are that of a mixed feeling – ‘bittersweet’. As some were happy going to
visit their parents, the prison environment did not make this experience all joyous. In
the study of Arditti & Few (2006), some mothers reported prison officers were not
receptive and welcoming during visitations. Some also did indicate that the visiting
hours were too short for a good emotional connection. The glass/wooden barriers that
separated prisoners from visitors did not permit a physical and natural interaction.
Arditti et al. (2003) also in their study found that visiting conditions at the various
prisons they surveyed were not conducive for parents and children. Though there were
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set times for visiting, visitors could wait for so long upon arrival before seeing their
inmate relative. Besides, the time for interaction was generally short, averagely 20-30
minutes. In some instances, visitors would not even see the person they are visiting but
would only have to talk to him/her on telephone even though they are in the prison
premises. Extensive security checks before visitors were admitted into the prisons also
stressed some of the children and their caregivers (Arditti et al., 2003). The extensive
security checks at times raise the concern of stigmatisation. For example, in Chui
(2010), one woman said that “the prison officers look at my children like they are
problematic and delinquents” (Chui, 2010, p.202).
The vulnerability of inmate parents has also been found to be disturbing to children.
For example, Dallaire, Ciccone & Wilson (2012) found that children’s visit to prisons
mostly caused role reversal due to the vulnerability of their incarcerated parents. This
made some of the children to act as parents and this affected their demeanour after the
visit. Considering the stress people (including children) go through during visitations,
Poehlmann (2005) in his study found that telephone calls from home might be the best
means of maintaining parent-child relationship. This point in addition to letter writing
is also buttressed by Bruster & Foreman (2012).
Despite the importance of contacts like telephone calls and letter writing, some
scholars however claim that maintaining contact through prison visitation where
children could have face to face interaction is a vital aspect of maintaining parent-child
relationship.(Tasca, Mulvey, & Rodriguez, 2016) Tasca, Mulvey & Rodriguez (2016)
for example emphasise that visitation to prisons is the only means through which
children and their incarcerated parents use in building familial relationship and family
bond during the incarceration period. Visiting is also considered to be simple without
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any complications, as illiteracy may be an apparent obstacle to letter writing and prison
regulations may also not make telephone calls possible (Chui, 2009; Sharratt, 2014).
Prior relationship existing between parents and children before incarceration is also
considered an important determinant of relationship maintenance whiles parents are in
prison. Sharratt (2014) for example asserts in her study that children’s motivation to
contact incarcerated parents through visits, calls, or letter writing was dependent on
prior relationship that existed between them and their parents. Children with
disengaged relationships with parents before incarceration found visits or contact
maintenance with incarcerated parents awkward. However, children with positive
relationships with parents before incarceration found contact with parents as vital in
protecting their emotional well-being.
Scholars have considered parent-child separation due to parental incarceration as a
strain causing factor on parent-child relationship leading to disruption in the children’s
well-being. The means of maintaining contact and the obstacles associated with the
maintenance of contact has been explored. However, most of these findings have been
from the point of view of caregivers or incarcerated parents. There is therefore the
need for studies that will capture the perspective of children, especially on the
appropriate means they would like to use to maintain contact with their incarcerated
parents. The previous studies have sort of described the feelings and choices of the
children from their caregivers, and this may not necessarily reflect reality. It must also
be emphasised that some caregivers may be domineering and may impose their wishes
and choices on the children without giving them options to choose. Since the major
concern is on the children, it is imperative to hear from their side.
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2.3.4 Children’s externalising and internalising behavioural problem
Incarceration of parents may lead to children exhibiting behavioural problems due to
the strains they encounter because of incarceration of their parents. Some of the
behavioural problems identified in the literature include fighting, uncooperativeness,
rudeness, smoking, alcoholism, sexual immorality, aggressiveness, unfriendliness,
sadness, isolation, law breaking, extreme quietness, low self-esteem, moodiness, and
low confidence among others (Murray & Farrington, 2008; Shlafer & Poehlman, 2010;
Geller et al. 2013).
Murray & Farrington (2008) studied a sample of 411 males followed from ages 8 to
48 years in South London. They found that separation due to parental incarceration
predicted all antisocial and delinquent outcomes in the 411 males. Separation caused
by parental incarceration was a strong predictor of many childhood risk factors for
delinquency. After controlling for other child risk factors and parental convictions,
parental incarceration still predicted several antisocial and delinquent outcomes even
up to age 32. The study concludes that prisoners’ children are likely to experience
multiple risk factors, which might lead to adverse outcomes. Incarceration of parents
appears to affect children more than any other form of separation (Murray &
Farrington, 2008).
Shlafer & Poehlman (2010) in their study also indicated that that children of
incarcerated parents exhibited behavioural problems after their parents’ incarceration.
They found that 32 percent of the sampled children exhibited externalizing behavioural
problems (like fighting, uncooperativeness, rudeness, and smoking), and 44 percent
exhibited internalizing behavioural problems (like sadness, isolation, quietness, low
self-esteem, and moodiness. From teachers’ perspective, Dallaire et al. (2010) in their
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study found that parental incarceration is a high predictor of children’s internalizing
and externalizing behaviours. Regarding these externalizing and internalizing
behaviours, Mackintosh, Myers & Kennon (2006) in their study found that females
had high level of internalizing behaviours score compared to their male counterparts,
and males exhibited high level of externalizing behaviours than their female
counterparts after the incarceration of their parents. This is the case as naturally males
express themselves more than females, and similarly females express more internally
than males.
A number of studies have confirmed that the incarceration of parents leads to both
internalizing and externalizing behavioural problems in children. However, most of
these studies did not examine the living conditions of these children before
incarceration. To get a better understanding of the effect of parental incarceration on
their children’s behavioural problems, there is the need for researchers to investigate
the prior living conditions of the children. One of the objectives of this study is to
disentangle the effect of parental incarceration from the effect of prior living
conditions.

2.3.5 Effects of parental incarceration on children’s education
The essence of a school transcends the teaching-learning purpose for which it is
primarily setup. Invariably, schools are seen as the second home particularly for
children (Siegel, 2011), where they go not only to acquire academic knowledge but to
also build their social capital. This is the case as in many instances, children relate to
their teachers as parents and peers as siblings in the school environment (Siegel, 2011).
Children spend almost one third of their time at school (Capizzano & Main, 2005).
This time is very substantial relative to the time that they have to spend with families
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and friends outside the school environment. Unarguably, the school is a place where
they can build bonds and connections. The school therefore becomes very important
to the development of children, and as a result it is very important for the school
environment to be accommodating and conducive enough for this development. This
will help in their proper development and ability to deal with the negative effects they
may experience from home or other environments (Witherspoon, Schotland, Way, &
Hughes, 2009).
A number of studies have found that parental incarceration has enormous effect on the
schooling of children. Among others, these effects include truancy, lateness to school,
inability to qualify well for school continuation, reduced IQ, and dropping out of
school. For example, Dallaire, Ciccone & Wilson (2010) conducted a mixed-method
study on 30 teachers in Virginia. The teachers largely indicated that, after parental
incarceration they found a number of academic related problems among children such
as lateness, absenteeism, nonparticipation, and unwillingness to participate in
extracurricular activities. These behaviours were generally not found among children
whose parents had never been incarcerated. Lowenstein (1986) in his study found that
the imprisonment of fathers brought about deterioration in schoolwork and increased
truancy. Similarly, Haskins (2014) found that paternal incarceration affected boys’
non-cognitive school readiness negatively and had a gradual effect on their later
special education placement. He further found that boys with incarcerated fathers had
lower level of non-cognitive skills needed for the entry into a formal school compared
to their counterparts in the comparison group who had never experienced paternal
incarceration. In their study, Murray & Farrington (2005) found that boys with fathers
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who had been incarcerated before showed low level of IQ and lower achievement on
a standardised test compared to children whose fathers had never been incarcerated.
The parental length of stay in prisons has also been examined to have influence on
children’s education. For example, Cho (2011) conducted a comparative study
between children whose parents spent longer time in prison and those that spent a week
or less in prison. Using a sample of 6008 adolescents, he grouped them into those
whose mother entered jail only once and stayed in jail for one week or less (comparison
group) and those whose mothers entered state prison rather than just spending few
nights in jail (prison group). The study found that children in the prison group had a
high probability of dropping out of school during the year of mothers’ incarceration
compared to children in the comparison group. This could be attributed to the fact that
children in the comparison group did not feel a greater impact of the incarceration
since it was for a short period. Similarly, Cho (2009) using a sample of 13481 children
compared the prison group (children whose mothers had been to prison for a long time
in the Illinois state prison) to a comparison group (children whose parents had being
to prison only within a week or less) during the same sampling period. The results
from the study indicated that children in the prison group experienced decline in
retention rates right after their mothers’ imprisonment.
Turney & Haskins (2014) using a sample of 3621 children compared those with fathers
who experienced first-time incarceration when they were between the ages of 1 and 5
to those between the ages of 1 and 5 whose fathers had never experienced
incarceration. The study found that children with fathers who experienced
incarceration had greater risk of being retained compared to children whose fathers
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had never experienced incarceration. Furthermore, teachers in the study showed that
paternal incarceration affected the children’s progression through elementary school.
In comparing those whose fathers have been incarcerated and those whose fathers have
not, Hagan & Foster (2012) compared two groups of adolescents: comparison group
(children whose father had never been incarcerated) and a treatment group (children
who had incarcerated fathers between birth and 12 years). The study found that
children with fathers in prison had significantly low GPAs compared to children whose
fathers had not been incarcerated. Similarly, Foster & Hagan (2009) found that the
incarceration of adolescents’ biological fathers has a negative and significant effect on
the adolescents’ highest year of educational attainment.
Largely, studies on the effect that parental incarceration has on the educational
attainment and school performance of incarcerated parents’ children show a negative
effect. This is likely as a result of the absence of a parent or parents who may help
children through their schooling. It may also be as a result of financial/economic
challenges resulting from the incarceration. In the next subsection, the economic effect
of parental incarceration is examined.

2.3.6 Economic effects of parental incarceration
Incarceration of parents takes them out of the family and prevents them from
contributing meaningfully to the family’s income. Aside incarcerated parents’ inability
to contribute to family’s income, maintenance of relationships between incarcerated
parents and family could be costly, bringing about additional strain on the family’s
finances. Murray (2005) postulated that the incarceration of fathers might lead to the
experience of financial loss or exacerbate the already existing financial crisis of their
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families. Even though fathers may not be living with children and their mothers before
incarceration, they might still contribute financially to the family (Geller, 2013). The
absence of either of the parents through incarceration can therefore bring financial
challenges to the remaining family. Phillips et al. (2006) in their study found that
parental incarceration is a significant cause of family economic hardship. After
accounting for other factors like parental substance use and mental health, parental
incarceration was a major risk factor for children experiencing financial difficulty.
Chui (2009) and Ofori-Dua et al. (2015) found in their studies that most families
experienced financial difficulty after the incarceration of their family members since
most of them happened to be contributors to the family income. In their interview with
caregivers with incarcerated family members, Arditti et al. (2003) found that financial
difficulty was one major problem families with incarcerated parents encountered. In
addition, the remaining parent or caregiver had to leave paid jobs or lose jobs due to
the work-family conflict. There was a need for caregivers to care for the children and
to work in support of the family. The conflict of caregiving and working left caregivers
with no option than to either leave paid jobs or neglect their children.
Since in many families fathers are considered major breadwinners, some studies have
focused on the financial effect of fathers’ incarceration. Wildeman & Turney (2014)
found that paternal incarceration was more challenging for the family due to fathers’
financial contributions prior to incarceration. Schwartz-Soicher et al. (2011) for
example in their study found that families with imprisoned fathers are more likely to
experience material hardship and be in deep poverty compared to families who have
never experienced paternal incarceration. The study again found a bidirectional
relationship between material hardship and incarceration. Material hardship before
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incarceration may cause fathers to engage in illegal acts, which may lead to their arrest
and consequent worsening of the material hardship in the family. In addition, the study
found that the inability of mothers to organise and manage resources after the
incarceration of a father is a significant predictor of material hardship. Likewise,
Turanovic et al. (2012) found that the most occurring effect of paternal incarceration
was financial effect since fathers contributed so much to family income even when
they were non-resident. Geller et al. (2009) identified a similar problem in their study
with data from the Fragile Families and Child Well-being Survey (FFCWB). The study
found that children with incarcerated parents are more likely to experience material
hardship and residential instability than children who have never experienced parental
incarceration. In addition, the study found that parents who have been incarcerated
before are less likely to be employed and earn low wages if they are employed,
compounding the issue of material hardship even after serving a sentence.
Despite the fact that generally families experience financial hardships due to
incarceration, one factor found to aggravate the issues is the cost of contact
maintenance. Maintaining contact with the incarcerated family member is financially
challenging for some families. Sharratt (2014) in his study found that most families
had to bear extra financial cost in their bid to maintain relationship with their
incarcerated member(s). In their interview with women visiting male inmates,
Grinstead et al. (2001) found that women in the lowest income category spent 26
percent of their income on packages, telephone calls, and visiting while women in the
highest income group spent 9 percent of their income in similar activities. Maintaining
contact with inmates caused additional financial constraint.
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It must be also emphasised that for some families in which the incarcerated parents
posed a financial burden, the incarceration brings some sort of relief. Chui (2009) in
his study reported how the incarceration of a parent created a sense of relief which is
due to the incarcerated parent’s financial burden on their families before their
incarceration. “As he took drugs, I worried about whether he would be caught by
somebody. I worried because he did not bring money home. When he was in prison, I
felt very relaxed” (p.201).
The reviewed studies show varying findings concerning parental incarceration and
financial constraints. Incarceration of parents may relieve families if the incarcerated
person was a financial burden. Nevertheless, majority of the studies indicate that the
incarceration of parents is a major source of families’ financial constraint. There is
therefore the need for studies that will examine the financial status of families prior to
incarceration and during incarceration to determine if financial strain experienced by
families during incarceration is as result of only parental incarceration.

2.5 Theoretical framework and hypothesis formulation
The main aim of this study is to examine the effect of parental incarceration on the
well-being of their children. There have been a number of studies examining the effect
of parental incarceration on their children howbeit largely in developed countries and
regions, and the outcome of these studies have been inconclusive (Arditti, 2005;
Boswell, 2002; Cho, 2009; Poehlmann, 2005). Such studies have been very limited in
developing countries, such as Ghana, where the use of imprisonment has become the
major form of punishment and rehabilitation for both criminal and non-criminal
offenses (Ofori-Dua, Akuoko & Kanwetuu, 2015). There is therefore the need for an
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investigation into the effect parental incarceration has on the children of incarcerated
parents, considering a developing country setup, specifically Ghana.
In this chapter, some sociological theories and concepts are employed in terms of their
premises, strengths, and weaknesses in relation to the empirical study. Most
importantly, the ability of these theories and concepts to explain and integrate the main
issues of the empirical study will be appraised. To offer a credible explanation to the
effect parental incarceration has on their children, strain theory, cumulative risk theory,
social support, and stigma are adopted.

2.5.1 Strain theory
The strain theory is based on the assumption that behavioural problems emanate from
difficulties and deprivations (Unnever, Cullen & Agnew, 2006), including those that
are as a result of family breakdowns (Agnew, 1992). Agnew described strain theory as
objective strain that leads to subjective strain. Objective strain is an event or situation
that is not liked by majority of people experiencing it, while the subjective strain that
emanates from the objective strain refers to the dislike of a condition or event by the
person experiencing it (Agnew, 1992). That is, people can have the same dislike for a
particular condition or issue (objective strain) they find themselves in, however their
subjective reaction to the particular strain might differ depending on the resources
(individual and environmental) available to them. Objective strains may occur as a
result of “goal blockage”, which is an individual’s inability to achieve set goals, “the
loss of positive stimuli”, and “the presentation of negative stimuli”. Agnew (1992)
argued that the availability of strain increases the possibility of negative emotions
which generates pressure for various actions. For instance, the arrest of a parent could
be the “loss of a positive stimuli” as a parent who a child might be attached to is being
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taken away, while the incarceration of the parent after arrest will present a negative
stimuli in the lives of the children, preventing them from achieving some set goals.
Strain theory explains the effect parental incarceration might have on their children
through family disruption and financial difficulty leading to children’s behavioural
problems (Foster and Hagan, 2009). Butters (2002) postulated that disruption in family
structure contributes to strain in the lives of adolescents.
Parental incarceration can introduce varying strains in their children’s lives ranging
from the arrest (Eley & Stevenson, 2000), disruption in child’s relationship with
incarcerated parent, and significant others (Shlafer & Poehlmann, 2010) to loss or
reduction in family income, residential instability, and school effect (Cho, 2011). In
line with the strain theory, these difficulties children encounter because of their
parents’ incarceration might cause various challenges in their lives which may lead to
their use of illegitimate means in to escape (Agnew, 1985). The incarceration of
parents might lead to more difficulties in the lives of their children irrespective of the
available attachment.
Consistent with the strain theory, Braman (2004) stated that the arrest of parents might
occur unexpected. Kobak & Madsen (2008) argue in their study that a well-managed
separation might be less traumatic. However, the arrest of parents might be very
traumatic due to its unexpectedness and violence causing the children to worry. Due
to the emotional effect arrest of parents comes with, maintenance of contact between
children and their incarcerated parents could be one means by which children might
deal with this difficulty. Nevertheless, the nature of incarceration compounds these
challenges by restricting contact between parents and their children, leading to
additional separation.
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Change in the relationship pattern between children and their parents due to
incarceration of the parents might lead to complications in the behaviour or attitude of
these children (Juby & Farrington, 2001). According to Murray, Farrington & Sekol
(2012), most children from parental incarcerated homes unlike their peers were not
living in dual-parent home before incarceration and had lesser contact with a nonresident parent. The incarceration of the resident parent poses difficulty on these
children in terms of residence and caregiving. Geller, Garfinkel, Cooper & Mincy
(2009) established similar findings in their longitudinal study on urban families in the
United States. Change in caregivers, residence, neighbourhoods, and peers during the
incarceration of a parent may be disruptive for children. Children’s relationship with
caregivers, friends, siblings, and others may change due to the strain they are
experiencing as a result of their parents’ arrest and incarceration.
Children’s experience of trauma due to separation from parents might exacerbate due
to financial strain caused by parental incarceration. Arditti et al. (2003) found financial
strain as a difficult situation that most families with incarcerated parents encountered
leading to children’s material deficiency. In addition, families’ decision to maintain
relationship with the incarcerated family member could add up to the financial strain
due to the associated additional cost (e.g. transportation cost). Chui (2009) and OforiDua et al. (2015) found in their studies that financial strain existed in most families
they interviewed.
The arrest and incarceration of parents as strains may lead to various challenges in the
lives of their children. Some of these challenges as elaborated above include emotional
trauma, financial difficulty, change in family composition, educational effect, and
change in children’s relationship with other. Children’s inability to deal with these
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challenges associated with the strain (arrest and incarceration of parent) legitimately
might lead to their exhibition of behavioural problems, which might affect their wellbeing. That is, children of incarcerated parents might experience many challenges due
to the arrest and incarceration of their parents. However, the source of these challenges
could be as a result of the accumulation of strains that are in the lives of the children
and not just the single strain of parental arrest or parental incarceration. Further,
children’s subjective reaction to the strain they experience might differ depending on
the resources available to them.
There is therefore the need for research in strains affecting children to not only look at
the single strain affecting children currently but look at the accumulation of strains that
might have existed before the current strain. This will enable the disentangling of the
source of challenges in children’s lives, whether it is from the current strain or the
accumulation of strains. Examining strain from this perspective will help in arriving at
a constructive conclusion on how the current strain (arrest and incarceration of parent)
may affect the lives of their children. Moreover, due to how children’s subjective
reactions to strains might differ depending on resources available to them, the study
further looks at the various social support systems available to children during their
experience of the strain (arrest and incarceration of parent).
The strain theory though explains why children may adopt illegitimate means of
dealing with challenges as they may not have legitimate means of dealing with the
challenge (Agnew, 1992), has been criticized for its one-sided way of explaining the
negative impact of strains in the lives of children (Bernard, 1984). That is, crime and
delinquencies are the products of social forces driving individuals to do things they
otherwise would not do (Little, 2016). However, strains in the lives of children may
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not always lead to difficulties which they have to deal with using illegitimate means.
Strains could be relief in the lives of children. This is the case as negative stimulus
which happens to be the removal of parents may lead to their being taken to more
positive environments. Positive stimulus may then be introduced into their lives to help
them achieve their goals legitimately. Also, the strains in the lives of children may not
always lead to non-achievement of goal but may help strengthen them and lead to
achieving their goals. For instance, the incarceration of parents may lead to their
children’s development of legitimate strong mechanisms (hard streak) with which they
can use in dealing with difficulties they encounter in the future.
Incarceration as an objective strain may affect all children who experience it, as no
child would be glad seeing their parents incarcerated. However, their experience of the
subjective strains emanating from the objective strains (like financial difficulty, change
in residence, stigma, change in family composition, externalizing, and internalizing
behavioural problems) may defer depending on the resources available to them. In line
with the strain theory, the question, “what difficulties do children of incarcerated
parent encounter as a result of their parents’ arrest and incarceration?” is asked. To
examine the accumulation of strains in the lives of children, cumulative risk theory is
discussed.

2.5.2 Cumulative risk theory
The cumulative risk theory posits that to understand risks available in the lives of
children, researchers need to study events as sets or combination and not as single.
Rutter (1993) argued in his study that children’s disorder was not because of a
particular event but the numerous risk factors in their lives. Parmelee & Haber (1973)
initiated the use of cumulative risk theory in determining children’s disorder. The
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cumulative risk perspective emphasises the fact that accumulated adversity is a
resulting factor for child development (Sameroff, Seifer, Barocas, Zax & Greenspan,
1987). The perspectives of this theory will be useful in explaining that the many
adversities children of incarcerated parents experience might not result only from the
single event of incarceration, but from cumulated events which existed prior to the
incarceration. This makes the parental incarceration an additional adversity to the
previously existing ones. Johnson & Easterling (2012) recommended the use of the
cumulative risk perspective in the study of parental incarceration effect on children for
a better disentangling of parental incarceration effect from other child effects.
Siegel (2011) found that most of the children she interviewed were either staying with
sporadically engaged or disengaged mothers leading to children’s establishment of
secure attachment with others before parental incarceration. In addition, most of the
families were faced with financial strain with parents engaging in drug use and other
illicit behaviours. This poses challenges to children even before the parents’
incarceration.
A study conducted by Turney (2017) on children with different risk exposure, found
that children with high risk exposure prior to their father’s incarceration were not
significantly affected by their fathers incarceration. However, Poehlmann (2005)
postulated in her study that children with secure attachment before the incarceration
of a parent are able to cope in the face of trauma more than children with insecure
attachment before the incarceration.
Studies on the effect parental incarceration have on children considering the prior
living conditions of children is limited. The few available studies have varied findings
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on how negative and positive living conditions prior to incarceration will affect the
lives of children. However, a combination of the strain and cumulative risk theory
presents a holistic method of looking at the effects associated with parental arrest and
incarceration. As the cumulative risk theory enables the researcher to study strain
accumulated prior to the arrest and incarceration of parents, the strain theory focuses
on the current strain (arrest and incarceration of parent) in the lives of incarcerated
parents’ children. The combination of these two theories will aid in establishing
constructive conclusion on the effect or challenges of parental arrest and incarceration
on their children, since the subjective reaction of children to these strains might differ
depending on the resources available to them. The research question that is derived
from these two theories is, “what are the difficulties children encounter as a result of
parental incarceration, considering the living conditions of children prior to their
parents’ incarceration?” In what follows, the social support concept is discussed as its
availability may influence the effect of parental arrest and incarceration on their
children.

2.5.3 Social support
Social support has been conceptualised to include services such as advice, financial
support, care, and protection from others or organisations. Gottlieb (1983, p.28)
explains social support as “verbal and non-verbal information or advice, tangible aid,
or action that is proffered by social intimates or inferred by their presence and has
beneficial emotional or behavioural effects on the recipients.” Parental incarceration
may affect the lives of their children leading to various developmental problems. The
arrest and incarceration of parents as strains in the lives of their children have the
potential of affecting their well-being. However, the effect or subjective reaction of
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children to these strains may differ depending on the resources available to them
(Agnew, 1992). The association of social support and children’ ability to overcome
stressful events have been found to be positive by scholars, as children who were able
to access social support during the incarceration of their parents were able to navigate
and adopt positively (Hagen, Myers, & Mackintosh, 2005; Lopez & Bhat, 2007). The
general interest in social support could be accredited to the fact that it plays a
significant role in helping children deal with the challenges they encounter as a result
of parental incarceration. The support children gain in the face of the stressful events
from family members, community, and the larger society which aid in their
overcoming these events is essential for their development (Hagen, Myers &
Mackintosh, 2005).
Wills & Shinar (2000) categorised social support into emotional and instrumental
social support. They explained emotional support as the provision of care, empathy,
and acceptance, while the instrumental deals with the provision of tangible support to
others in order to help their positive adaptation in the face of stress. The provision of
emotional and instrumental social support is important for the children of incarcerated
parents as it will help them to positively adjust to the challenges they experience as a
result of the strain (arrest and incarceration of their parents).
For example, Luther (2015) examined social support among children of incarcerated
parents and found that social support from caregivers, non-incarcerated parents, caring
family members (grandparents, older siblings, aunts, and uncles), teachers, caring
adults, and mentors aided children’s positive adaptation to new life after parental
incarceration.

Similarly, in their qualitative study, Nesmith & Ruhland (2008)

emphasised how social support and involvement in athletics, religious activities, and
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drama aided in the positive adaption of children of incarcerated parents. Social support
was found to be related to children of incarcerated parents’ hopefulness, which assisted
in their exhibition of better adjustment (Hagen et al., 2005). Consistent with this,
Hagen, Myers, and Mackintosh (2005) studying 65 children of incarcerated mothers
found that children who reported to have some form of social support from caregivers,
peers, and teachers were able to cope more than those who did not have. The social
network of parents might be direct and indirect support to children. Siegel (2011)
argued that the social network of parents can be indirect support to children through
their help and advice and can be direct support to children through the provision of
both emotional and instrumental support.
Despite the limited studies on how social support aids in the adjustment of children of
incarcerated parents, the consequence of social support cannot be undermined. There
is therefore the need for studies to examine the available social support systems and
its utilisation among children of incarcerated parents in the developing world (Ghana
in this case), where the extended family system and religious organisations are very
influential in people’s lives.
According to the Ghana Statistical Service (2012), most Ghanaians live in households
where other relatives are present (members of the extended family) and with the
perspective that children are the responsibility of all adult family members. As a result,
children of incarcerated parents could receive tremendous support from their extended
family members which will help curtail the effect of parental incarceration. Moreover,
about 95 percent of Ghanaians belong to at least one religious group (Ghana Statistical
Service, 2012a). Considering the manner in which members of religious organisations
see themselves as family, they may take the responsibility of caring for these children
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during the incarceration of their parents. The importance of social support in the lives
of children during the incarceration of their parents has been found to be positive.
However, how does social support impact the lives of children who were disengaged
and those who were sporadically disengaged from their parents and relied solely or
somehow on support from other family members prior to their parents’ incarceration?
This leads to the 2nd research question of the study: What are the social support systems
available to children during the incarceration of their parents?

2.5.4 Stigma
Stigma has been found to have immense impact on its target (Link & Phelan, 2001).
Stigma theory grew in the 1960s with the work of Erving Goffman, “Notes on the
Management of Spoiled Identity”, in which he distinguished between the normal and
the stigmatised (Goffman, 1963). The normal representing those who believe they
conform to what society deems right (Goffman, 1963). The stigmatised as individuals
with “attributes or reputations which are socially discrediting in a particular way: it
causes an individual to be mentally classified by others in an undesirable, rejected
stereotype rather than in an accepted, normal one” (Goffman, 1970, p. 13). This
definition has the assumption that, the stigmatised individuals have traits that mark
them as different and cause them to be devalued by the normal (i.e., people who see
themselves as not having marks or attributes that are socially unacceptable).
Stigma may affect the behaviour of those who are stigmatised making them act in ways
their ‘stigmatisers’ (normal) expect (Major & O’Brien, 2005). Link & Phelan (2001)
in their conceptualisation of stigma described stigmatisation to include discrimination,
stereotype, and labelling. Family members and close relations of people who are
stigmatised may experience stigma by association. They experience shame, isolation,
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exclusion, stereotypes, and discrimination (Goffman, 1970). Stigma by association can
be termed as “courtesy stigma” (Goffman, 1970).
Courtesy stigma or stigma by association was explained by Goffman (1963) as the
experience of a discrediting mark that sets individuals apart from others who see
themselves as “normal” due to their association with a stigmatised individual. People
who Goffman termed as “wise”, do not experience this type of stigma as a product of
their own offense, character, or trait, but as a result of their association with a
stigmatised individual. Courtesy stigma has been described as one of the unintended
consequences children face as a result of their parents bearing marks or attributes that
are discrediting. Examples of attributes on parents that cause a spill over effect of
stigma to their children are incarceration (Nesmith & Ruhland, 2008; Wakefield &
Wildeman, 2011), mental illness, and Human Immunodeficiency Virus Acquired
Immunodeficiency Syndrome (HIV/AIDS) (Bogart et al., 2008; Koschade & LyndStevenson, 2011; Phelan, 2005). These marks or attributes deemed as discrediting may
lead their children to disassociate themselves from others.
Link et al. (1989) in their modelling of the labelling theory postulated that through
socialisation, individuals learn the norms of society and society’s reaction to
behaviours. Based on these conceptions, individuals adopt preconceived notions about
how society reacts to behaviours and attitudes. Children might have built preconceived
ideas concerning how society might react to them based on their parents’ stigmatised
attributes. Link & Phelan (2001) termed individuals’ personal perception of been
discriminated, stereotyped, and labelled by others as perceived or self-stigma.
Individuals may fail to pursue opportunities that come their way or isolate themselves
from others due to their perception of others stigmatising them.
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Scheff (1974) however explains how the normal (that is, people who see themselves
as not having marks or attributes that are socially unacceptable) might rather be the
ones disassociating themselves from the stigmatised due to the negative perception
they have concerning them. This he termed as social stigma since individuals are
discriminated, stereotyped, and labelled by others who see themselves as ‘we’ and refer
to the stigmatised as ‘they’. Link et al. (2001) found in their study that stigmatisation,
be it social or perceived (self), negatively affects the self-esteem of the individual been
stigmatised leading to a behavioural change towards others and themselves. Children
of incarcerated parents might be victims of both social stigma (Boswell, 2002b) and
perceived stigma (Nesmith & Ruhland, 2008), which might negatively affect their
well-being.
Stigmatisation might lead to a situation of double challenge with individuals having to
deal with the issue that caused the stigma and the stigma itself (Corrigan & Watson,
2002). In the case of the incarcerated parents’ children, the challenge of parental
incarceration might be coupled with courtesy stigma, placing the children in a situation
where they have to deal with the challenges of parental incarceration and that of
stigmatisation. However, Link & Cullen (1992) argued that stigma might have both
positive and negative impact on individuals. Stigma might enable individuals to gain
access to assistance and might also lead to social exclusion or self-exclusion.
Stigma associated with incarceration of parents can be very sticky, spreading from the
incarcerated parents to the children. Unlike the incarcerated parents, the children
remain outside of the prison and are faced with stigma from their peers, neighbours,
and others (Braman, 2004). Boswell (2002b) found how children are stigmatised by
peers due to the incarceration of their father, causing them to exhibit internalising
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behaviour. A respondent of the study reports, “They bully me, say nasty things. I do
not let them know I care, but sometimes I cry on my way home. The teachers don’t
know my dad is in prison, and I don’t want to tell them” (Boswell, 2002b, p. 19).
Link et al. (1989) postulated three ways individuals might deal with stigma. The first
approach posited by them is secrecy. Secrecy explains the potential of people to keep
the situation leading to stigma from others to avoid stigmatisation. Barman (2004)
states in his book that the stigma associated with parental incarceration is what causes
families to mostly keep incarceration a secret from other people in their circles. Arditti
(2005) refers to family keeping incarceration of member secret as “forced silence”,
which can be very traumatic for children since they will not be able to discuss their
difficulties with anyone. The second mechanism adopted by individuals in dealing
with stigmatisation is withdrawal or limitation. People withdraw or limit their
interactions with others to avoid being stigmatised (Goffman, 1970). Children’s
awareness stigma associated with their parents incarceration might cause them to
disassociate from others and even their own incarcerated parents (Nesmith & Ruhland,
2008). Lastly, children may educate others to change their negative perception and
attitude towards them. Link et al. (1989) found that the need for the stigmatised to
educate the normal showed how the stigmatisation affected the stigmatised. In Manby
et al. (2015 p. 17) one respondent stated, “Nobody understands that I am not to be
blamed for what happened.”
These coping mechanisms adopted by children in dealing with stigma associated with
their parents’ incarceration may lead to externalising and internalising behavioural
problems. That is, children might want to internalise whatever they are going through
in order to avoid being stigmatised. This may lead to self-exclusion and imitating of
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their parents’ criminal behaviour. Courtesy stigma experienced by children as a result
of their parents’ stigmatised traits may have far-ranging effects on them, especially
when it is coming from their peers. Generally, stigma theory addresses the attitude or
behaviour of others towards children due to their association with incarcerated persons.
Regarding this, the study poses the 3rd question: “Do parental incarcerations affect the
attitude of peers towards children of incarcerated parents?”

2.6 Hypotheses
Base on the literature reviewed on stigma, four main hypothesis that are related to
research question 3 are outlined. The hypotheses are based on courtesy stigma children
experience as a result of the following: having an HIV/AIDS positive parent; having a
parent with mental illness; parent’s incarceration status (that is, parent not arrested for
committing an offense, parent incarcerated for committing an offense, or parent
released on bail after being arrested for committing an offense); gravity of parent’s
offense (robbery or stealing); and gender of the child (male, female). Children may
experience stigma as a result of their parents’ behaviour or attributes their parents have
which are deemed socially unacceptable.

2.6.1 Stigmatised trait (mental illness and HIV/AIDS)
Children’s experience of courtesy stigma may not only be caused by their parents’
incarceration; it could also emanate from their parents suffering from either HIV/AIDS
or mental illness. Scholars in their research on stigma by association or courtesy stigma
experienced by children as a result of their parents have found that parents suffering
from mental illness and HIV/AIDS can be major causes of the stigma (Bogart et al.,
2008; Koschade & Lynd-Stevenson, 2011; Phelan, 2005). However, children of
incarcerated parents may experience less stigma compared to children of parents with
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mental illness or HIV/AIDS. Because incarcerated parents are isolated from their
children (Clear, 2009), the level of impact they may have on their children might be
limited compared to parents with mental illness or HIV/AIDS. Further, UNAIDS
highlighted that the fear that surrounded the HIV epidemic in the 1980s persists today,
influencing the way others relate with people suffering from HIV/AIDS and their
families (Sidibé, 2009) . This study therefore compares a parent’s incarceration status
to these other source of stigma (HIV/AIDS and mental illness) to test which of the
traits cause high level of stigma by association or courtesy stigma. However, due to
how majority of people are scared of associating with someone suffering from
HIV/AIDS, because it is seen to be more infectious than the other traits (incarceration
status and mental illness)
Incarceration status of a parent was used in comparison with HIV/AIDS and mental
illness because scholars have found that children of HIV/AIDS positive parents and
children of parents with mental illness experience stigma by association (courtesy
stigma). The stigma these children experience has a long-term effect on their lives
(Chi, & Li, 2013; Koschade & Lynd-Stevenson, 2011). Using them as comparison
units to incarceration, the researcher was able to know the level of stigma these
children experience as a result of their parents’ incarceration. The researcher was able
to know if the stigma they face is less or more than what children of HIV/AIDS parents
and children whose parents suffer from mental illness experience. In order to adopt
measures in dealing with the stigma for the children to feel accepted and welcoming
in their communities and schools. This study hypothesises that;
H1a: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents with mental illness.
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H1b: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
HIV/AIDS positive parents.

2.6.2 Incarceration status of parent (not arrested, incarcerated, or released on
bail after incarceration)
The status of parents after committing offense may affect the level of stigma expressed
towards their children. The stigma may depend on if the parent has not being arrested
for committing an offense, has been arrested and incarcerated for committing an
offense, or has been released on bail after being arrested for committing an offense.
These manipulations (Not arrested, incarcerated and released on bail) were used for a
number of reasons. First, there is the possibility for an individual to commit an offense
and not get arrested. Also, there is also the possibility of an individual being arrested
and incarcerated after committing an offense. There is also the possibility of a person
being released on bail after being arrested for committing an offense. All these
situations may inform the way others relate to their children. Children whose parents
have been incarcerated may be stigmatised the least as their parent is isolated from
them. This means the possibility of the child learning the parents’ criminal behaviour
has been curtailed. However, a parent who had not be arrested after committing an
offense still lives with the child, and there is the possibility of the child imitating or
learning the parents’ criminal behaviour. A parent who had been released on bail may
also bring about a different reaction as they are back to the community after been
arrested. They are seen as both criminals and people who have come into contact with
the criminal justice system (ex-convicts).
The parent who has not been arrested for committing an offense is likely to commit
the offense again as he/she remains in the community. In a study by Clear, Rose, &
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Ryder (2001), respondents reported that, when offenders are incarcerated, prosecuted,
or sanctioned, justice is done and it makes the neighbourhood a safe place to live.
Despite the stigma, financial constraints, and issues of maintaining interpersonal
relationship that increase in incarceration may have on the community, Clear et al.
(2001) are of the view that those costs are not comparable to the relief members of the
community feel upon the incarceration of an offender. Another major benefit of
incarceration are the deterrence effects. Hence, the severity of punishment for a
particular offense or crime is likely to prevent others from indulging in similar
offenses. This situation mostly depends on the criminal justice policies operating in
the country (Zedlewski, 1987).
Similarly, the isolation of an offender from a community or society may lead to
positive change in the attitude of others towards their children or family, as they no
longer pose threats to the community. However, the returning of an offender from
prison may have a different impression and effect on others. Braman (2004) argues
that the stigma associated with ex-prisoners may be transferred to their family
members, close associates, and the communities within which they find themselves.
Pager (2003) identified criminal records to have a discrediting impact on offenders
even after their incarceration. For example, they had difficulty in finding jobs even
after their release from prison where they went to be reformed. Further to this, Harding
(2003) in his study stated that the label of being in prison holds a higher level of
stigmatisation, which causes others to view ex-prisoners as treacherous, fraudulent,
and prone to further crimes.
The perceptions and attitudes of others towards people who have been to prison before
prevent them from integrating well into the community after release. They are more
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likely to be excluded from economic and social activities, which may not only affect
them but may also affect their families and communities (Clear, 2009; Pager, 2003).
In a study by Hirschfield & Piquero (2010), they found that the attitude of others
towards ex-prisoners and their families was dependent on their level of familiarity with
the ex-offender and their confidence in the security or sanction organisation. The
attitude of others towards families or children of offenders may differ depending on
the incarceration status of the offender: been incarcerated; not been arrested; or
released on bail, after committing a particular offense. This leads to the second
hypothesis of the study which compares incarceration and non-incarceration:
H2a: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were not arrested.
H2b: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were released on bail.
2.6.3 Gravity of offense
Reaction or attitude of others towards offenders may be dependent on the intensity or
the harm posed by the offense committed. Immerwahr & Johnson (2002) revealed
how people’s attitude was more welcoming towards culprits who had committed less
harmful or non-harmful offenses (like stealing) than offenders who committed harmful
and dangerous offenses (like robbery).
Offenses in Ghana are categorised into three different groups namely, offenses against
person, offenses against property, and offenses against public order, health, and
morality. Robbery is described as both an offense against person and property
(Appiahene-Gyamfi, 2009), while stealing is categorised under offenses against
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property. The most committed offense in Ghana is stealing, followed by defilement
and robbery (Ghana Prison Service, 2015). Stealing as the most prevalent offence for
which people are incarcerated may be due to the widespread economic hardship in the
country. This led to the researcher’s selection of stealing as its occurrence is rampant
in the country. Defilement, which happens to be the second most committed offense
was not used in the scenario because it is mostly committed against children and they
may not fully understand it. This led to the use of robbery which is the third most
committed offense in the country. It is also a violent offense which a number of media
houses in the country often comment on.
Due to how the gravity of offense committed by a parent may influence the attitude of
others towards the offenders and their familial relations, the emerging hypothesis on
gravity of offense is that:
H3a: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were not arrested, if they committed a
violent crime.
H3b: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were released on bail, if they committed a
violent offense.

2.6.4 Gender of child
More importantly, gender of the child was used as a manipulation check in the scenario
because children place much importance on their friends and their associations with
them. Children see friends as their playmates, their confidants among others. Selection
of friends by children is one important aspect of their development. Scholars have
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concluded that gender segregation is one of the major determinants of children’s
selection of friends. Berenbaum, Martin & Ruble (2008) found gender segregation as
one of the most dependable and persistent developmental phenomena which are mostly
seen as an attribute of childhood friendship. Further, the environment and context
within which children find themselves and the gender of children available within the
context may influence the type of friends they may associate with (Martin, Fabes,
Hanish & Hollenstein, 2005). The issue of individual differences may set in, but on
the average, sex segregation mostly occurs when school children want to select friends
or relate with other peers (Passmore & French, 2001; Olds et al., 2009). This may
influence their decision to stigmatise a child whose parent had been incarcerated. As
they may not stigmatise peers who are their friends as much as they will do to those
who are not their friends.
Gender plays a major role in determining the rate of juvenile delinquency and
children’s imitation of criminal behaviour from others (Regoli, Hewitt & DeLisi,
2016). Gender and its impact on children’s involvement in criminal activities are
mainly

based

on

the

way

they

are

socialised

into

accepting

boys’

masculine/instrumental traits and girls’ feminine expressive traits (Leszczynski &
Strough, 2008). Due to this socialisation, girls are less likely to engage in criminal
behaviours as most offenses are masculine in nature and involve physical strength. In
addition, the socialisation of women inculcates moral values that strongly discouraged
behaviours that offend or trouble others (Mears, Ploeger & Warr, 1998). Consistent
with this, Morash & Chesney-Lind (1991) argued that girls are socialised to be
nurturing and caring, which makes it difficult for them to indulge in acts that will cause
harm to others.
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Further, the possibility for females to assume parental responsibility at a young age is
high, preventing them from indulging in criminal behaviours or making friends with
delinquents (Mears & Field, 2002). More importantly, boys may be more likely than
girls to learn criminal behaviour from peers and parents (Mears, Ploeger & Warr, 1998;
Mears & Field, 2002). Mazerolle (1998) found that stressful life events were related
to future offending in boys compared to girls. Consistent with this, Topitzes, Mersky,
& Reynolds (2011) posited that maltreatment predicted delinquency for boys, but not
for girls. From the discussion above, it is more likely for males to learn or indulge in
delinquency in the face of stress. This perspective about boys will make their peers
stigmatise them most when they experience strains or when their parents encounter
difficulties like committing offense and being incarcerated. This leads to the fourth
hypothesis:
H4a: A child of incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised than a child of a
parent who committed the same crime but was not arrested, if the child is a boy.
H4b: A child of incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised than a child of a
parent who committed the same crime but was released on bail after arrest, if the child
is a boy.

2.7 Theoretical framework for the effects of parental incarceration on their
children
The conceptual framework for this study is based on the integration of three
sociological theories and a concept: strain theory, cumulative risk theory, stigma
theory, and social support. This study adopts these theories and concepts in explaining
how the arrest and incarceration of parents may affect their children. Arrest and
incarceration of parents may be strains in the lives of their children which may lead to
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various effects: breakdown of families; financial difficulties; externalising and
internalising behavioural problems; and change in school, friends, and others.
Children’s experience of these difficulties might have a far-ranging effect on their
long-term development.
Nevertheless, these difficulties children experience might have existed due to the
availability of other strains in their lives prior to the current strain (arrest and
incarceration of their parents). The current strain may only be an extra effect. For
constructive conclusion on the effect of parental arrest and incarceration on their
children, it is imperative to study the current strain (parent arrest and incarceration) as
a single strain and also look at the availability of other strains that existed prior to the
current strain. This study adopts the strain theory to study the current strain (parents’
arrest and incarceration) and how this affects their children. Further, the cumulative
risk theory is adopted to study strains (cumulated strains) that existed prior to the arrest
and incarceration of parents and their effect on the children. A combination of these
two theories will help in disentangling the effect of parental arrest and incarceration
from other effects caused by strains which were already existing.
Children’s subjective reaction to the strains they experience might differ depending on
social support systems available to them. That is, the availability of social support in
the lives of children during the arrest and incarceration of their parents might alter the
effect of these strains on them. Some children might have the support systems available
even before the incarceration of their parents, while others may have it during the
incarceration of their parents. All these support systems may influence the lives of
children differently during their experience of strains. Exploring the various support
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systems available to children during their experience of strains will help in
understanding their subjective reactions during these times.
Stigma associated with the incarceration of parents may have significant effect on the
well-being of children. That is, the discrediting mark or attribute associated with their
parents may have a spill over effect on them, making people relate with them
differently. This may affect their relationship with others and have effect on their selfesteem. Further, the effect of stigma on children can be extensive, as it can lead to
intergenerational transmission of parents’ criminal behaviour as children try to cope
with it.
The integration of strain theory, cumulative risk theory, social support, and stigma
allows for a holistic view on the effect incarceration of parents have on their children.
As strain theory enables us to explore the specific effects of the strain (parental arrest
and incarceration) children are experiencing, cumulative risk theory helps in
disentangling the effect of the current strain from that of already existing strains. Due
to how the subjective reaction of children to strains differ, the use of social support
helps explain how emotional and instrumental support from others help children
navigate and adapt positively to strains before and during parental incarceration. As
parental incarceration causes strain on the children, they may also be stigmatised. The
incorporation of these theories and concepts allows for a critical analysis on how the
incarceration of parents may affect the well-being of their children. This study does
this incorporation by considering the living conditions of the children before and
during the incarceration, and how the availability of social support helps them to adapt
positively. Besides, this study also considers how stigma associated with parental
incarceration might have an independent effect on their children.
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Figure 2. 1: Conceptual framework for the study
Source: Author’s construct (2020)
Figure 2.2 presents a conceptual framework that summarises the effect of parental
incarceration on the well-being of their children The conceptual framework indicates
that the arrest and incarceration of parents (strains) coupled with subjective strains
(disruption in the family, financial difficultness, change in family composition,
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emotional trauma and behavioural problem) may have a direct effect on the well-being
of children of incarcerated parents. The effect may also depend on various factors
including the children’s living conditions before and during parental incarceration and
social support. The living conditions of children before incarceration encapsulate the
children’s relationship with their parents prior to the incarceration. Family status of
the children before incarceration explains the type of family: be it intact, single parent,
or step-parent family. The financial status of the children’s family before incarceration
comprises the financial standing of the family before the parent was incarcerated. All
these may have led to accumulation of strains in the lives of children which may cause
challenges even before parental incarceration.
Despite the challenges children may experience before and during incarceration, the
availability of social support may help some of them to navigate and adapt well in the
face of the challenges. Moreover, stigma associated with the incarceration of parents
may lead to the mocking of their children. Stigmatisation may even result in some
people withdrawing from the children. In the course of dealing with stigmatisation, the
children may engage in secrecy,1 isolation or withdrawal from others. Stigma
associated with parental incarceration may negatively or positively affect the social
support available to their children. That is, the children due to stigma might not be able
to relate well with others, limiting the social support that might be available to them.
However, through the stigma, others may get to know of the children’s problems and
may offer to help.

1

The hiding of the incarceration of their parents from others.
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In summary, the incarceration of parents might affect the well-being of their children
or have no effect on them. The living conditions of the children before incarceration
need to be considered since they might be already affected by these conditions even
before the incarceration. Parental incarceration may be an add-on effect to the already
existing effects in the children’s lives. Further, the availability of social support may
affect the subjective reaction of children to their parents’ incarceration. The issue of
stigma associated with the incarceration of parents is of importance since it might
affect the social support available to their children.
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CHAPTER THREE
BACKGROUND OF THE RESEARCH SITE
3.1 Introduction
This chapter gives an overview of the socio-demographic and geographical scope of
the study.

3.2 Location and socioeconomic characteristics
The study was conducted in Ghana. Ghana is located in West Africa and is bordered
on the north by Burkina Faso, to the west by Cote d’Ivoire, to the east by Togo and the
south by the Gulf of Guinea (ocean). The World Bank (2017) estimates the population
of the country to be 28,206,728 (2016 estimate). It is a very youthful country, having
about 60.63 percent of its population in the age range of 10-24 years. Females and
males respectively account for 50.20 and 49.79 percent of the population (World Bank,
2017).
There are over 6.6 million households in Ghana. The mean household size is 4.0 and
the mean household annual expenditure is estimated to be GH₵9,317.2 About 69.5
percent of these households are male headed (Ghana Living Standard Survey, 2015).
42.4 percent of the household members are children, 22.7 percent household heads,
10.5 percent spouses and 11.9 percent are other relatives. According to the 2010
census, the population of other relatives in households dropped from 21.7 percent in
2000 to 11.9 percent in 2010 suggesting that households are becoming nuclear. The
household distribution statistics are summarised in Table 3.1.

2

The currency of the country is known as Ghana Cedis (GH₵)
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Table 3. 1: Household Distribution in Ghana
Mean Household Size (Number)

4.0

Mean Household Expenditure (GH₵)

9,317.0

Male Headed (Percent)

69.5

Children (Percent)

42.4

Household Heads (Percent)

22.7

Spouses (Percent)

10.5

Other Relatives (Percent)

11.9

Source: Ghana Living Standard Survey (2015)

Ghana is divided into 10 political/administrative regions and with 216 district
assemblies (Ghana Statistical Service, 2014). According to the latest census conducted
in 2010, the most populous regions among the 10 regions in the country is the Ashanti
region with population of 4,780,280, representing 19.4 percent of the entire population.
This is followed by the Greater Accra region which hosts the capital city, with a
population of 4,010,054 (16.3%). Figure 3.1 shows where Ghana is geographically
situated in Africa.
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Three of the
prisons selected
for the study.
Manhyia local
prison is not
located on this
map as it is a
specialised
prison under the
Kumasi central
prison.

Figure 3. 2: Distribution of prisons in Ghana
Source: Ghana Prison Service (2015)
According to the Ghana Prison Service, the 43 prisons in the country were built to
house approximately 9000 inmates (Ghana Prison Service, 2015). However, the recent
prison statistics estimate over 14,000 inmates (including 13,596 and 168 Ghanaian
adult males and females respectively, 202 juveniles and 854 foreigners) in these
prisons (Walmsley, 2018). Over 2000 inmates are on remand awaiting investigations
into their cases so they may either be freed or convicted (Ghana Prison Service, 2016).
Statistics from the Ghana Prisons Service show that the prison population has been
increasing from 2000 to 2018 (see Figure 3.3). For example, the population increased
65

from 9,507 in 2000 to 11,581 in 2004, and to 14,128 in 2008. However, the pattern
shows a slight downward movement in the years 2010, 2012 and 2016 but increased
again in 2018. Overall, there has been 56 percent increase in the prison population
from the year 2000 to 2018. The 56 percent increase in the prison population has led
to a 38.5 percent overcrowding in the various prisons in Ghana (Ghana Prison Service,
2016; Walmsley, 2018).
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Figure 3. 3: Ghana prison population
Source: Walmsley (2018)
The study considers Ghana as a unique setting considering its “Justice for All
Programme” (JFAP). The JFAP is an initiative of the Ministry of Justice and AttorneyGeneral’s Department of Ghana started in 2007 to enhance justice for all and speedy
trial of people who had been on remand for a long time and convicted people who did
not have fair hearing (Ministry of Justice and Attorney-General’s Department, 2019).
The crux of the initiative has been to decongest the prison population that currently
has an occupancy level of 155.5 percent (Walmsley, 2018). The initiative is one of its
kind in the world to decongest prisons. It was argued that challenges in accessing
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justice in Ghana by a large spectrum of the population led to over population in the
prisons.
In a recent visit to Ghana, the United Nations’ special rapporteur described
overcrowding in the prisons in Ghana as “alarming” with 40 inmates sleeping in a
prison cell designed for 4 inmates (Méndez , 2016). This indicates that the use of
incarceration as means of punishing offenders has been on the rise. Since most of these
inmates are adults and considering such rise in the prison population, there is a high
probability that children affected by parental incarceration will also increase. The exact
number of children separated from their parents in Ghana due to incarceration is
officially unknown. The JFAP therefore came to make justice as accessible as possible
in order to reduce congestion. As at the close of 2019, 4,435 cases had been
adjudicated, 1,571 remand inmates who had been in the prison for at least three years
had been bailed and 830 inmates had been acquitted and discharged (Ghanaian Times,
2020).
In addition to the JFAP, focusing on Ghana is also supported by the fact that it has the
45th highest prison occupancy level out of 205 countries and territories in the world,
which is only better than 19 African countries in the global data (Walmsley, 2018).
Ghana’s prison population rate (per 100,000 of national population) of 50 and
occupancy level of 155.5 percent exceeds that of Nigeria, the most populous country
in Africa, which has occupancy level of 37 (per 100,000 of national population) and
prison population rate of 146.8 percent (Walmsley, 2018). Ghana’s occupancy level is
also greater than countries like Germany (87.5 percent), UK (111.3 percent) and South
Africa (137.4 percent) (Walmsley, 2018).
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CHAPTER FOUR
STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
4.1 Introduction
This chapter delves into the various techniques, methods, designs, and tools that were
employed in the collection, analyses, discussions, and evaluation of the data of the
study.

4.2 Scope of the study
The scope of the study was both geographical and conceptual. Geographically, the
study was limited to the Ashanti region of Ghana, West Africa. The conceptual
dimension of this study focused on the difficulties children encounter due to the
incarceration of their parents. The study considered the living conditions of children
and their incarcerated parents before incarceration, change in attitude of others towards
them due to incarceration of their parents, and the social support available to them.
The capital city of the region is Kumasi, and the Kumasi Metropolitan district is the
biggest of the districts in terms of population and has sub-metro districts including
Asawasi, Asokwa, Bantama, Manhyia, Nhyiaeso, Oforikrom, Suame, Subin and Tafo
(GSS, 2014). Within the Ashanti Region, this study focuses on three prisons in Kumasi
and one outside Kumasi. The selection of the Kumasi Metropolis is due to the high
rate of crime relative to other districts and the fact that 4 out of the 6 prisons in the
region are located in the Metropolis. Besides, many families with incarcerated
members are found in the metropolis (Ofori-Dua et al., 2015).
Kumasi is a very cosmopolitan city and has a mixture of settlement patterns. While
some settlements continue to have strong extended family bonding, many others are
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nuclear. The type of home, whether nuclear or extended, influences the social support
offered to family members in times of crises. Children whose parents have been
incarcerated and are in extended family households may easily have people to step in
as their caregivers. However, children in nuclear households may have to depend
mainly on their remaining parent and siblings.

4.3 Research design
The empirical part of this study followed a mixed method approach. This method was
deemed suitable for the study as majority of related studies reviewed have been
undertaken either by qualitative or quantitative methods. For better exploration of the
research problem, which is new to the study context, the study required the use of
different research paradigms. The mixed method design adopted for this study was the
sequential exploratory design. This design allowed the researcher to first collect
qualitative data to explore the phenomenon and come out with findings based on which
experimental test was developed (Creswell, 2014). The rationale for adopting this
mixed method in this current study was its ability to allow the researcher to explore a
phenomenon, after which other instruments were modified to test other aspects of the
phenomenon quantitatively.
Further, the cross-sectional design was adopted. This study employed both aspects of
cross-sectional design – descriptive and analytical. Descriptive cross-sectional design
(qualitative method) was employed in the study to explore the effect that parental
incarceration has on their children. Analytical cross-sectional design (quantitative)
was used to draw statistical causal relationship between the incarceration of parents
and attitudes of others (peers) towards their children. Similarly, the adoption of a
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mixed method approach was based on the opportunity to combine interviews
(qualitative) and experimental survey (quantitative) designs.
In addition, the retrospective design was adopted for the study. The aim of this design
was to gather data on the living conditions of children prior to their parents’
incarceration. Data on separation of before incarceration effect from during
incarceration effect was collected using the retrospective design. The study relied on
the use of primary data. These primary data were collected through interviews and an
experimental survey. Primary data were used as there existed no secondary data that
would meet the objectives of the study.
There is always the need for researchers to be concerned with validity when
conducting scientific research. Bryman (2015) puts validity into two categories:
internal validity and external validity. One threat to validity in qualitative research is
‘reactivity’. It is explained as the influence of the researcher on the participants and
setting of the study (Maxwell, 2012). The researcher made sure to minimise her
influence on the research. This was done through monitoring subjectivity,
triangulation of data collected and participants’ feedback. Transcribed interviews were
sent to participants who could read. This was done to reduce the issue of
misinterpretation and to seek for clarification. Further discussions were made with
colleagues on the research methodology and data gathered for their comments and
suggestions. External validity was limited in the qualitative study due to the use of
small sample size which does not allow for generalisation. Further, the use of
experimental study embedded with survey helped in moderating the weakness of each
of the designs. Experiments have strong internal validity and surveys have strong
external validity. The quantitative data was validated with the use of discriminate
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validity. Thus, participants were presented with social desirability scale to respond to
as part of the questionnaire. Table 4.1 summarises the target population and study
design.

Table 4. 1: Research design, target population and research question for study
Type of study

Sample

Research question

In-depth

Children of incarcerated parents

What are the challenges

interviews

Age: 8-17 years

children encounter as a result

N= 17

of their parents’

Gender: Male (10, 58.8%),

incarceration?

Female (7, 41.2%)
Caregiver (N= 10)

What are the social support

Gender: Male (1, 10%), Female

systems available to children

(9, 90%)

of incarcerated parents?

Experimental

Children from institutional

survey

schools

What are the attitudes of

Grade: 3-9

peers (other children) toward

N= 907

children of incarcerated

Gender: Male (443, 48.8%),

parents?

Female (464, 51.2%)

4.4 Qualitative study
In order to address the effects of parental incarceration on their children and the social
support systems available to them during incarceration, in-depth interview was used
for collecting qualitative data.
4.4.1 Target population
The research participants included children of incarcerated persons whose parents
were in custody at the Kumasi Central prison, Kumasi female prison, Manhyia prison,
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and Ahinsan camp prison in the Ashanti region. Caregivers of these children were also
interviewed. The children were exclusively Primary and Junior High School children.
The target population of the study constituted the children of inmates between the ages
of 8 and 17 years, and their caregivers. It was perceived that children within the age
range of 8 and 17 years may be able to share their experiences with the researcher.
Children whose parents had been incarcerated for 6 months and above after their birth
were eligible for the study. At least 6 months of parents’ incarceration was preferred
as it is expected that their children would have felt the effects of the incarceration
within the period. The longer the period of incarceration, the more likely the children
would feel the effect. Convicted prisoners in adult prisons who have biological
children between the ages of 8 years and 17 years were selected for the study
In relation to incarcerated parents’ children, only biological children of the
incarcerated parents were interviewed. Due to the collectivist nature of the Ghanaian
society and cultural reasons, where one may refer to their siblings’ children as their
children, the researcher made effort to emphasise to the participants that the biological
children were the ones that fell within the study criteria. Majority of the studies on the
effect of parental incarceration on their children, which are mainly from the developed
countries, interviewed either the incarcerated parents or the caregivers of the children,
leaving out the children. Therefore, biological children of incarcerated parents were
interviewed to fill that gap in literature.
A caregiver is defined in the study as the primary guardian of children of incarcerated
parents after their parents’ incarceration, including biological parents (the other parent
not incarcerated) of children. Interview with caregivers of the children aided in the
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triangulation of results and the dealing with common method variance. Common
method variance occurs when “self-report questionnaires are used to collect data at the
same time from the same participants” (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn & Eden, 2010, p.
178). Caregivers play fundamental roles in the lives of incarcerated parents and their
children (Shlafer & Poehlmann, 2010). Thus, soliciting for their views on the effect
parental incarceration have on the children was vital.

4.4.3 Sampling procedures for qualitative study
The qualitative study relied on purposive sampling technique. At the primary stage,
the researcher purposively selected four prisons in the Ashanti region. These prisons
were selected based on the functions they perform. Kumasi central prison was selected
as it is the only central prison in the region. Kumasi female prison was also selected
because it is the only female prison in the region. The Manhyia local prison was
selected as it deals primarily with issues pertaining to its locality and chieftaincy4,
while the Ahinsan camp prison was selected for its performance of additional duties
like occupational training of inmates.
Next, the researcher fell on the assistance of the prison officers to meet the inmates
who met the criteria for the study. Inmates consented to participate in the study and
provided us with the contact details of their children. Children of incarcerated parents
and their caregivers were contacted through either phone calls or home visits for the
scheduling of appointment for interviews.

People who are found guilty by cases overseen by the chiefs in the Manhyia Palace are taken to this
prison.
4
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Children were purposively selected based on consent from their incarcerated parents,
caregivers, and the children themselves. After inmates had consented to allow their
children participate in the study, additional consent was sought from caregivers and
the children. The children’s age was considered as the researcher wanted the study to
have a mixture of children of all ages within the range considered (8-17 years).
The qualitative aspect of the study required the purposive sampling of children and
their immediate caregivers. The researcher aimed to interview 20 children and 20
caregivers. However, upon getting to the field, only 17 children and 10 caregivers
allowed for the interview to be conducted. Many children had relocated from the
address given by their incarcerated parents and in some instances, the contact details
were wrong, making it difficult to locate majority of the sample units.
The purposive sampling was essential for the selection of settings, persons or events,
and areas in order to provide important information for the researcher. When given the
opportunity, the researcher first interviewed the children, followed by the caregivers.
The reason for this procedure for interview was to gain first information from children,
who were the main target of the study, and supplement it with information from their
caregivers.

4.4.4 Data collection for qualitative study
In order to collect data on the effects of parental incarceration on their children and the
social support systems available to them during incarceration, interviews were
employed as the means of data gathering. A semi-structured interview guide was
constructed for an in-depth interview. Interview was used as the data collection method
because the study aimed to explore the views, experiences and strains children of
81

incarcerated parents might encounter due to their parents’ incarceration and the social
support systems available to them during their parents’ incarceration, which may affect
their well-being (Gill, Stewart, Treasure & Chadwick, 2008). In-depth interview was
used over other methods because of how sensitive the issue of parental incarceration
could be and how it enabled the researcher to build rapport with respondents.
Moreover, it enabled the researcher to empathise with respondents, share in their story,
and gain complete control over the ordering of the questions. All interviews were
conducted by the researcher as she was conversant with the locations and language of
the people. She also conducted the interviews to ensure validity. Due to the age range
of the children, a number of visits were made to their homes, which helped in the
building of rapport and trust with them and their caregivers before the start of the actual
interview. Interviews were conducted mainly at the homes of participants in a person
to person format and the audio was digitally recorded with consent from participants.
The interviews were conducted on the sample of children and caregivers in order to
gather more explanatory opinions and grasp information to design the quantitative
study appropriately. The open-ended nature of the questions in the interview guide
allowed for further probing of questions (see Appendix II for full version of the
interview guide). The first part of the interview guide for the children and their
caregivers asked for background information of participants; including their gender,
age, religious affiliation, educational background, and parents’ background
information (see Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 for the demographic details of children of
incarcerated parents and their caregivers respectively). The second part comprised of
questions on the following: i) Children’s living conditions and relationship with
incarcerated parents before incarceration. ii) Parent-child relationship during
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Figure 4. 2: Manipulated variables and versions of scenarios

4.5.5 Operationalisation of the dependent variable for the experimental study
The Chedoke-McMaster Attitude Towards Children with Handicaps (CATCH) scale
developed by Rosenbaum, Armstrong & King (1988) in determining how peers
stigmatise their friends who are disabled was adopted. The CATCH was modified for
the measuring of peers’ attitude towards children of incarcerated parents. The CATCH
scale has been used extensively for the measurement of stigma against children with
disability (Beck, Fritz, Keller, & Dennis, 2000; Olaleye et al., 2012). The scale has
been used in previous studies with children below the age of 18 to measure their
attitude toward children with disability and has been found to have high validity and
reliability (Vignes, Coley, Grandjean, Godeau, & Arnaud, 2008).
Further, the scale has been used in the context of a developing country (for example in
Nigeria) (Olaleye et al., 2012), with school children below the age of 18 years and had
a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .833. The scale was a self-administered questionnaire
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with 36 items divided into three subsections with each section having 12 items. The
three subsections included: affect, behaviour, and cognition. The scale uses a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5). However, this
study adopted 30 questions out of the 36 questions and measured them on a 3-point
Likert scale ranging from agree (1) to disagree (3). 30 questions were adopted from
the scale because the remaining 6 questions asked direct questions regarding disability
which was not the focus of the current study. Further, considering the age range of the
children (8-17 years), the 5-point scale was going to be confusing for the children;
hence the use of a 3-point Likert scale.
The scale included statements such as “I will not mind if the child sits next to me” and
“I would not introduce the child to my friends.” 16 of the statements were phrased
positively and the remaining 14 phrased negatively. The negatively phrased statements
were reversed coded. The answer options ranged from “1= agree” to “3= disagree”.
The reliability for this study was α = .79. The CATCH scale was given to respondents
after reading the scenarios. Based on the scenarios, they responded to the questions in
the scale. The collection of data took place in the classrooms of the children, and it
took an average of 30 to 40 minutes for each child to respond to the questionnaire.

4.5.5.1 Impression management scale and manipulation check
In the investigation of individuals’ attitude towards others, there is mostly the tendency
for respondents to provide socially desirable results (Rubin & Babbie, 2001). This
makes it difficult for researchers to identify which response was genuine and which
was not. Paulhus (1984) developed a 12-item scale for the measuring of social
desirability of respondents (impression management scale). The scale consists of 6
positively worded items and 6 negatively worded items which were measured on a
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seven-point scale (1-not true, 4-somewhat, 7-very true).
This study adopted the impression management scale since in the measurement of
peers’ attitude towards children of incarcerated parents, children might want to select
responses to be seen as receptive of these other children. The impression management
scale was given to pupils to respond to in order to measure their social desirability.
This scale was measured on a two-point Likert scale (true, not true). This was done
because the researcher did not want to get the respondents confused due to their age (8
years to 17 years).
Further, manipulation check was given to respondents after reading the scenarios in
order to access how respondents perceived manipulations within the scenario. 9
questions developed from the scenarios presented to children were given to them to
answer after reading the scenarios. This was done to gain information on their
understanding of the scenarios to enable proper responses to statements on the stigma
scale. See Appendix VI for coding sheet of all variables and their measures.

4.5.6 Management and analysis for experimental data
The experimental survey data was first cleaned to make sure all respondents answered
the questions. Out of 980 questionnaires that were given out to respondents, 907 were
eligible for the analysis after the data cleaning. Descriptive and inferential statistics
informed the analysis and hypothesis testing. Descriptive statistics were presented in
the form of frequency tables. Futher, bivariate and multivariate analyses were also
carried out.
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Dependent variable for the experimental analysis was the CATCH scale which was
used for the measurement of peers’ attitude towards the child in the scenarios.
Participants with more than one missing item were excluded from the analysis. A mean
stigma score was computed by averaging participants’ responses on the 30-item stigma
scale after reverse-scoring negatively worded items. High score on the stigma scale
indicated negative attitude towards the child in the scenarios, while low score indicated
positive attitude towards the child.

Descriptive analysis including frequency, percentages, sums, and univariate analysis
consisting of correlations were carried out to examine the associations between the
dependent variable (stigma), independent variables – parents’ incarceration status (not
arrested, incarcerated and released on bail), gravity of offense (robbery, stealing),
gender of child (male, female) and other sources of stigma (mental illness , HIV/AIDS)
– as well as their associations with sociodemographic elements. Independent variables
for the within group analysis were categorised as: Incarceration status of the parents,
which was subcategorised as 1=not arrested, 2=incarcerated and 3= released on bail.
The gravity of offense committed was subcategorised into 1= stealing and 2= robbery.
The gender of the child was sub-categorised as 1= male and 2= female. Further, the
independent variables for between groups were subcategorised as: 1= not arrested,
2=incarcerated, 3= released on bail, 4= mental illness and 5= HIV/AIDS.
One correlation analysis was carried out between the dependent variable (stigma) and
the impression management scale to access discriminate validity of the scales. Another
was conducted to ascertain the correlates of the attitude scale, independent variables,
and sociodemographic elements. Chi-square tests and independent sample tests were
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used to describe differences in the responses of the manipulation checks. Internal
consistency using Cronbach’s alpha was conducted for the attitude scale. All these are
presented in Chapter Six. Factorial ANOVA analysis of between group main effect
was first conducted with the incarceration status of the parents (not arrested,
incarcerated and released on bail) and other sources of stigma (mental illness and
HIV/AIDS) to compare the level of stigma against their children. Sociodemographic
characteristics that correlated with the dependent variable were controlled for in the
analysis. This was followed by an interaction effect analysis on the gender of the child,
incarceration status, and other stigmatised source.
In a further analysis, main effect analysis of within groups, was conducted on the
incarceration status of the parent, gravity of offense committed by the parent and the
gender of the child. The aim was to find whether these variables may affect the attitude
of others towards their children. This was followed by interaction analysis of the
independent variables. In addition, sociodemographic characteristics that correlated
with the dependent variables were controlled for in the last analysis

4.5.6.1 Sociodemographic data
The ages of respondents were grouped into two categories. These included those who
were 8 to 12 years and 13 to17 years. These categories represented younger children
and older children. Gender was categorised as males and females. Grade was grouped
as 3 to 6 and 7 to 9, representing Primary School and Junior High School. Place of
residence was categorised as school and outside school; this represent children who
are orphans and not orphans, respectively. Respondents’ knowledge of a child whose
parent had been incarcerated was captured as Yes and No. Yes, representing they know
of a child whose parent(s) had been incarcerated and No representing they do not know
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of a child whose parent(s) had been incarcerated. Family status was categorised as
either Nuclear or Extended.
4.6 Ethical consideration and approvals
A study of this nature requires high standards of ethical consideration. Before the start
of data collection for the study, ethical approval was sought from Lingnan University
in order to ensure the study is ethically right before commencement. Approval was
also sought from the Committee on Human Research, Publication and Ethics (at the
Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology, Ghana) (see Appendix VII
for certificate).
Upon arriving in Ghana, permission was sought from the head office of Ghana Prisons
Service in order to get letters of approval, which helped in gaining access to the 4
selected prisons. These letters were then presented to the regional director (of Ashanti
region) of the Ghana Prisons Service. Ethical clearance was obtained from the
Committee on Human Research, Publication and Ethics (at the Kwame Nkrumah
University of Science and Technology, Ghana). Permission and access were also
sought from school heads and parents of children who participated in the experimental
study.
Studies involving children required a high level of ethical consideration. As such,
standards set by the American Psychological Association was observed. The children
were adequately provided with detailed explanation of the purpose of the study. The
consent of the children was also sought prior to the questionnaire administration and
interview. Approval was also sought from the caregivers of the children of incarcerated
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With regards to time, there was no specific time for arrests, as some were arrested at
dawn, others were arrested in the morning, others in the afternoon and others at night.
One participant reported,
Yes, I was home. They came to our house to arrest him. I had closed
from school and playing outside with my friends (Boy, 9 years).21
Reports from children and incarcerated parents indicated that, there was no specific
time for arresting parents. Further, the venue of arrest differed depending on when
police officers deemed fit.

5.3.2 Presence of children during their parent’s arrest and effect of arrest on them
From the interviews with the children and their caregivers, it was found that the arrest
of parents occurred when some children were present. Out of the 17 children
interviewed, 6 witnessed the arrest of their parents.
She was outside bathing my little sick brother. So, they told her that she
should go and show them where the marijuana (weed) is, and she told
them she doesn't sell anything. They started beating her, after beating
her, they handcuffed her and took her away, leaving my brother in the
water (Girl, 10 years).22
Further, one boy (age, 9 years) explained how he took to his heels when he saw the
police in their house one afternoon but came out from where he was hiding when he
saw the police officers beating his father and his mother crying.
When she opened the door, some police officers entered our room,
arrested my father and put handcuffs on him. When we came out, I saw
many police officers surrounding our house. They came with three
police cars. I was very surprised to see them because my father didn’t
do anything wrong (Boy, 12 years).23

Participant 4, whose father had been arrested for threatening to kill someone: interviewed on 20th
August 2018 at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
22
Participant 15, whose mother was arrested for narcotics: interviewed on 8 th September 2018, at
Agona Afomaso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
23
Participant 9, whose father had been incarcerated for murder: interviewed on 16th August 2018 at
Kotei, Ashanti region, Ghana.
21
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The presence of children during the arrest of their parents affected them in a number
of ways. Some children reported the violent treatment their parents went through in
the hands of police officers. Some had vivid memory of all the events of their parents'
arrest, which affected them emotionally. The experiences of these children varied as
the treatment of their parents during their arrest varied. As some witnessed their
parents being beaten, others were scared by the presence of the uniformed police
officers. One participant reported,
Hmmm... I could not do anything; all I could do was cry. I could not
eat, I could not even take care of my child because my mother is all I
have, now that she had been jailed, who will take care of us. Besides, I
became very scared of sleeping alone in our room (Girl, 17 years, who
had a baby).24
Reports from the children demonstrate that, the arrest of parents, be it violent or nonviolent, had effect on their lives, causing some to be emotionally traumatised.

5.3.3 Information disclosure on parents’ arrest
In this study, there was again the issue of information disclosure where some children
who were not present during the arrests had to know about the whereabouts of their
arrested parents. Interviews with the children indicated that information disclosure to
them on their parents' arrest happened in various ways; some children had no
idea/information about their parents' arrest as their caregivers told them their parents
had travelled or gotten a new job at a different place which was far from their current
residence. Further, others were informed by their peers, and others through teasing by
peers they got to know. Those with full knowledge had difficulty in sharing or
accepting their parents' incarceration.

Participant 17, whose mother had been incarcerated for the sale of narcotics: interviewed on 15 th
September 2018 at Nsuta Manpong, Ashanti region, Ghana.
24
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Further, disclosing of parents' arrests to children was not done in a very professional
manner; most children who were aware of their parents' arrest heard it from non-family
members, while others got to know about their parent's arrest only after inquiring from
their families. The procedures for disclosing information to children had negative
effect on them; some became affected academically and others emotionally.
I had a friend who had close relationship with some of the elderly in
the community….so he told me that my father had been arrested for
breaking into somebody’s house with a cutlass to steal his mobile phone
and money. I couldn’t say anything about it to him. I became sad (Boy,
13 years).25
I went out to play football, when I came back in the evening, my father
was not around so I asked my younger sister where my father was, and
she told me that when she came back from school our mother told her
that the police had arrested him. They have taken him to prison (Boy,
14 years).26
It was one evening when I was going to study that I called my mother
that I have been ringing my father’s phone, but it was not going
through. She then told me that my father had been arrested. I began
crying and could not study again, so I had to go home (Girl, 17 years).27
Reports from children indicates that, disclosure of information on their parents’ arrest
was not done in a similar manner but differed with regards to who did the disclosure
and the means through which it was done.

5.3.4 Effect of information disclosure on children
The interviews demonstrated that the means and circumstances within which
information on parents’ arrest was disclosed to children affected them. Children who
were informed about their parents’ arrest while in school could not study nor
concentrate on schoolwork, but rather became very worried about their incarcerated

.25 Participant 6, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 25th August 2018 at
Mampong Nkwanta, Ashanti region, Ghana.
26
Participant 7, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 6th August 2018 at
Fawoade Adwuma, Ashanti region, Ghana
27
Participant 13, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 26 th September 2018
at Akomadan, Ashanti region, Ghana.
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parents. Moreover, some children became emotionally traumatised, others could not
eat, and some became very sad.
I cannot describe it… I was just quiet and could not say anything. It
really affected me. At that moment I was saddened” (Boy, 13 years).28
I felt very sad. Up until now the thought of it makes me sad. Because
my dad helped me financially when he was here (Boy, 17 years).29
When my grandma informed me about my father’s arrest I started
crying. She tried to console me, but I was so sad (Girl, 12 years).30
Interview with children demonstrates that, the disclosure of information on parents’
arrest affected their lives since it was not done in a well-planned manner.

5.4 Difficulties children experienced during parental incarceration
In their interviews, participants discussed the extent to which the incarceration of
parents has affected their lives. From the interview with the children, one major effect
of incarceration which affected majority of them, and their caregivers was financial.
Since majority of the incarcerated parents were breadwinners who contributed
meaningfully to their families’ income, their absence meant reduction in the families’
income. This was even more serious in cases where the other (remaining) parent or
caregiver was not working before the incarceration. Some of the respondents had this
to say:
Things have become so hard for us. Sometimes what to eat is a problem
for us. People really buy from my shop but because it is the only source
of income for the family, I sometimes end up spending all the money
on our feeding (Mother, 35 years).31

Participant 6, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 25th August 2018 at
Mampong Nkwanta, Ashanti region, Ghana.
29
Participant 8, whose father had been incarcerated for rape: interviewed on 11th August 2018 at Tepa
Akwasiase, Ashanti region, Ghana.
30
Participant 14, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 9th October 2018 at
Asafo, Ashanti region, Ghana.
31
Participant 24, whose husband had been incarcerated for threatening to kill someone: interviewed
on 20th August at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
28
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It is sometimes difficult getting food to eat because my grandmother
sometimes does not have money and other times, she is not around to
give us food. My grandmother travels often (Girl, 10 years).32
Even what to eat can become a problem for a whole week if not for
kind gestures of close ones. Sometimes we go to bed hungry but that is
all part of the journey of life; it will all be well soon (Mother, age 30
years).33
Participants reported how things have become very difficult for them as there is no
financial support coming from the incarcerated parents, who prior to incarceration
either breadwinners or supported the families financially.
The incarceration of some of the parents was however a financial relief to some of the
families as they were source of financial burden prior to their arrest.
He was always stealing the items of people which we had to pay, he
being in prison means we don’t have to bear those costs again.
Moreover, he was not taking care of the children (Uncle, 32 years).34
This issue of financial constraints led to other negative effects like families changing
residence from more expensive neighbourhoods to less expensive ones, with some
moving to family houses or uncompleted buildings.
After my father’s arrest a lot of changes happened in the family, we changed
residence to this uncompleted building because my father's family members
were worrying my mother and told her to leave their house. Since my mother
could not afford a new apartment we came to this uncompleted building
(Girl, age 16 years).35
We now sleep at this place (a drinking bar) because after we were evicted
from our residence there was no money for renting a new place, so we
relocated to my drinking bar (Mother, 35 years). 36

Participant 15, whose mother was arrested for narcotics: interviewed on 8 th September 2018, at
Agona Afomaso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
33
Participant 23, whose husband had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September
2018 at Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
34
Participant 25, whose brother had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 25 th September
2018 at Suame, Ashanti region, Ghana.
35
Participant 12, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
36
Participant 24, whose husband had been incarcerated for threatening to kill someone: interviewed
on 20th August at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
32
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There was also a major effect on children’s education due to financial problems as a
result of parents’ incarceration. Some children changed schools, others not attending
school regularly, and others dropped out of school. Some of the children stated that
because their caregivers could not afford to pay their fees at private schools, they had
to change to public schools which are either free or less expensive. Further, others
were not able to go to school every day because they were unable to pay for school
expenses whiles others engaged in minor trading before they were able to go to school.
Some of the children had these to say:
Hmm, recently there were times I did not go to school because there
was no money for me to take to school, so I had to go out and work
(Boy, 14 years).37
Their elder brother who is in junior high school year 1 has stopped
schooling because I don’t have enough money to send all of them to
school; he is now working to support the family (Aunty, 32 years).38
I changed my school from private to public because my mother could
not afford the fees after my father’s arrest. His mother came in to affirm
by saying: At times because of money he does not go to school. One
day he even told me that he could see that I did not have money because
I looked lonely and sad. Sometimes what we will eat is even difficult
for us to have (Boy, 12 years, mother, 40 years).3940
Change in family composition was one theme that also came out of the interview with
the children and their caregivers. Most children reported on how the roles of their
caregivers have changed, making them busier. Some children stated they only saw
their caregivers during weekends. Even with that, it was not always.
My mother no longer stays home; she always goes to the university
around to wash the clothes of some of the students in order to make
Participant 7, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 6th August 2018 at
Fawoade Adwuma, Ashanti region, Ghana.
38
Participant 26, whose brother had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 9 th October 2018 at
Asafo, Ashanti region, Ghana.
39
Participant 10, whose father had been incarcerated for defrauding: interviewed on 15th October
2018, at Mamponteng, Ashanti region, Ghana.
40
Participant 21, whose husband had been incarcerated for defrauding: interviewed on 15 th October
2018 at Mamponteng, Ashanti region, Ghana.,
37
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money. When my father was around, she used to stay home to braid
hair (Girl, 8 years). 41
She has become very busy ever since my father left because she must
work to take care of us (Boy, 12 years). 42
Further, some children reported they had been separated from their siblings because
their current caregivers are unable to take care of all of them. Some children had to be
taken to other family members or other people to live with so they can help in caring
for them.
I decided to give them to other people in different towns to live with
them as I could not take care of all of them (Grandmother, 67 years).43
Two [of my siblings] live with other people; and one is with my
grandmother at our village as my mother cannot take care of all of us
(Girl, 16 years). 44
After my father’s arrest, there was no one to take care of [my brother],
so one of my father’s siblings who lives in Accra came for him (Girl,
17 years).45
In addition, interview with the children and caregivers revealed that some of the
children engaged in petty trading to support their families. Some went out to sell after
school, others helped other families with their house chores in order to get food to eat
or make little money for the upkeep of their own families. Others also had to go out to
sell every morning before going to school. The issue of child labour was reported by
majority of the respondents as they had to support themselves and their family.
One of them has now started selling to support me as my income from
what I do is not enough. Because her father has been arrested and we

Participant 11, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September at
Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
42
Participant 9, whose father had been incarcerated for murder: interviewed on 16th August 2018 at
Kotei, Ashanti region, Ghana.
43
Participant 20, whose daughter in law had been incarcerated for accomplishing crime: interviewed
on 8th September 2018 at Atonsu, Ashanti region, Ghana.
44
Participant 12, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
45
Participant 13, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 26 th September 2018
at Akomadan, Ashanti region, Ghana.
41
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do not have enough money, she goes to sell in the morning before she
goes to school (Mother, 40 years).46
My Father was the one taking care of us. However, after his arrest my
mother tried to support but she is now injured so she is unable to work.
Now I have to work to take care of the two of us (Boy, 17 years).47
There is a woman who sells food behind our house. I mostly go there
to wash her utensils and sweep for her after which she gives me money
for school (Boy, 13 years).48
It is important to note that, in addition to financial difficulty, stigma was found to be
one major effect of parental incarceration on their children. Children were stigmatised
as a result of their association with their incarcerated parents. These children explained
how other individuals pointed fingers at them, called them names, spoke ill about them,
and withdrew from them. Some caregivers explained how they had to move from
where they were living previously to their current locations because some people in
the community were always speaking ill of them and their children. This brought
sorrow and shame to them, causing them to relocate. Further, other children reported
that some friends of theirs no longer played with them. They added that their friends’
parents have advised their children not to play with them again because their parents
are bad people. In addition, some children were teased by their friends and even adult
members within their communities. This teasing by their peers led to fights and
quarrels between them and their peers. This created quarrels among some of their
parents.
They talk about it. Some even tease my child with it by calling him
green pepper as his father was arrested for stealing green pepper. I
sometimes get angry and deal with the people who do that. Further, at
first, people even used to say that as for me even if people bring me
Participant 21, whose husband had been incarcerated for defrauding: interviewed on 15th October
2018 at Mamponteng, Ashanti region, Ghana.
47
Participant 8, whose father had been incarcerated for rape: interviewed on 11 th August 2018 at Tepa
Akwasiase, Ashanti region, Ghana.
48
Participant 6, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 25th August 2018 at
Mampong Nkwanta, Ashanti region, Ghana.
46
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stolen items, I take them and sell. This made me very angry and I
warned them that whoever will say that to me again I will deal with the
person (Mother, 50 years).49
Both at school and home when I get into arguments or
misunderstandings with people, they tell me that is why my mother has
been arrested (Girl, 10 years).50
Further, it was realised from the interview with the children that, younger children
were more stigmatised particularly by their peers than the older ones.
There were various coping mechanisms these children and their caregivers adopted in
dealing with the stigma they experienced. Some of the coping mechanisms children
and caregivers reported using in dealing with the stigma from others include: lying
about their incarcerated parents’ whereabouts to others, fighting with people who
stigmatised them, withdrawing from others, ignoring the negative comments from
others, and relocating.
In terms of lying, it was realised from the interviews that some children lied about their
parents’ arrest as a form of family practice where they had been informed by their
caregivers to tell people their other parents had travelled or gotten a job somewhere
else. Further, others lied in order to prevent others from stigmatizing them. Others also
felt it was shameful to have their parents incarcerated; so they preferred saying their
parents have travelled. In addition to this, there were other children who lied in order
to avoid further questioning from others who would want to ask more questions about
the whereabouts of their parents.

Participant 19, whose ex-husband had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 6th September
2018 at Aminase, Ashanti region, Ghana.
50
Participant 15, whose mother was arrested for narcotics: interviewed on 8 th September 2018, at
Agona Afomaso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
49
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I do not tell people my father has been incarcerated because I am shy
of it and I do not want them to tease me with it as the other children do
(Boy, 9 years).51
I tell them my father has travelled because I do not want them to know
my father has been incarcerated. Maybe if they get to know they might
use it against me. In addition, my mother told us that when anyone asks
of our father, we should tell him or her that he has travelled (Boy, 12
years). 52
I do not tell them my mother has been imprisoned because I do not want
them to tease me or laugh at me. One child told me that, her mother
warned her not to play with me again because my mother is a bad
person. Because of this I do not want other children to know (Girl, 10
years).53
In addition to lying about the whereabouts of their incarcerated parents, some children
adopted the mechanism of withdrawing themselves from people who stigmatised
them. They even withdrew from people who did not stigmatise them to avoid possible
further stigmatisation. It was also found that some of the children were relocated by
their parents to avoid stigmatisation.
I do not play with my friends as I used to because I do not want them
to be telling me what their daddies have done for them. If that happens,
I will feel hurt and be sad; so I prefer being on my own than with them
(Girl, 17 years).54
I sometimes do not play with some of the children because they will
always remind me that my father has been arrested (Girl, 8 years).55
Interviews with children further demonstrated that some children fought with peers
who teased them with their parents’ arrest whiles others ignored the teasing or negative
comments.

Participant 4, whose father had been arrested for threatening to kill someone: interviewed on 20th
August 2018 at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
52
Participant 9, whose father had been incarcerated for murder: interviewed on 16th August 2018 at
Kotei, Ashanti region, Ghana.
53
Participant 15, whose mother was arrested for narcotics: interviewed on 8 th September 2018, at
Agona Afomaso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
54
Participant 13, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 26 th September 2018
at Akomadan, Ashanti region, Ghana.
55
Participant 11, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September at
Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana
51
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I sometimes don’t mind them. Other times I cry and report them to my
mother (Boy, 10 years). 56
Interview with children and caregivers revealed that some children exhibited
behavioural and health problems after the incarceration of their parents. Behavioural
problems were both externalizing and internalizing. It was however found that
majority of the children who had behavioural problems exhibited more of the
internalizing behavioural problems like sadness, social withdrawal, sleeping problems,
and crying as compared to externalizing behaviours like fighting or being aggressive.
Three days ago, while sleeping he was mentioning his father’s name.
When that happens, he gets sick; so I have removed all his father’s
pictures from here so that he would not see him (Mother, 35 years).57
[The children] have become moody and are always sad. Even when you
give them food, they are unable to eat all. What you mostly see is that
they will be sitting by the food shedding tears. When you ask them what
the problem is they tell you it is nothing; meanwhile they will be crying.
They miss their mother (Grandmother, 67 years).58
I am always sad because my father is not around, and I do not get the
things I want as I used to when my father was around (Boy, 9 years).59
Interviews with children demonstrated that some of the children exhibited externalised
and internalised behavioural problems during their parents’ arrest.

5.5 Parent-child contact maintenance during parent’s incarceration
Arrest and information disclosure on parents’ arrest can be stressing and challenging
for the children. Moreover, the way arrests occur may compound these stress and
challenges by awfully restricting contact between parents and children during parents’
incarceration. Contact maintenance between parents and their children during

Participant 1, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
57
Participant 18, whose husband had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1 st August 2018
at Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
58
Participant 20, whose daughter in law had been incarcerated for accomplishing crime: interviewed
on 8th September 2018 at Atonsu, Ashanti region, Ghana.
59
Participant 4
56
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incarceration could be the only means they use in maintaining relationship during the
incarceration period. In what follows findings on children’s’ contact maintenance with
their incarcerated parent is presented.

5.5.1 Means of contact maintenance
The study revealed that, due to positive prior relationship between most of the children
and their incarcerated parents, majority of the children were willing to maintain contact
with their incarcerated parents. Children, when asked why they wanted to maintain
contact with their incarcerated parents, stated that they miss their parents, they would
like to know how their parents are faring, and they have lots of things they want to
discuss with them.
years).

I would like to see how he is doing…...I miss him though (Boy, 12
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Some of the children could maintain contact with their incarcerated parents through
telephone calls, which were not even frequent and was illegal as prisoners are not
allowed to use phones.
Yes, we talk on the phone, but I do not get to see him, even with the
phone, it is not often (Boy, 10 years).61
He sometimes calls us when he gets access to a phone, but that does not
last for so long (Boy, 9 years).62
The very few of them who had the chance to visit their parents were not allowed into
the prisons, with the reason being that they were below 18 years. The incarcerated
parents (mothers) were however allowed to come out with one escort to see their

Participant 10, whose father had been incarcerated for defrauding: interviewed on 15th October
2018, at Mamponteng, Ashanti region, Ghana.
61
Participant 1, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
62
Participant 9, whose father had been incarcerated for murder: interviewed on 16th August 2018 at
Kotei, Ashanti region, Ghana.
60
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children. Families were however advised not to come to the prisons with children
again.
We have been there once, but we were not allowed to enter the prison,
they made her come out, and we talked (Girl, 10 years). 63
I went to the prison at Adum to see her, they said children are not
allowed into the prison, so they brought her out (Girl, 17 years).64
Some of the children did not have any means of maintaining contact with their
incarcerated parents. Some knew their parents had been incarcerated but did not have
any means they could use to maintain contact with them. The children and their
caregivers reported that inmates are not allowed to use phones making it difficult for
them to contact them via phone calls. Moreover, children are not allowed into the
prisons, which means they cannot take the children to the prisons when they are going
there to visit.
I have not heard from him…. I don’t even know where he is now. Nobody has
also told me the exact place he was taken to (Boy, 10 years).65
I do not even know where he is. I always tell my mother I want to go and visit
my father, but she ignores. There was just one time that he told me that children
could not enter the prison (Boy, 14 years).66
Children explained how they have not been able to maintain contact with their
incarcerated parents (even though they want to) due to some obstacles.

5.5.2 Obstacles to contact maintenance
Majority of the children and their caregivers identified various obstacles that prevented
them from maintaining contact with their incarcerated parents. These obstacles

Participant 15, whose mother was arrested for narcotics: interviewed on 8 th September 2018, at
Agona Afomaso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
64
Participant 17, whose mother had been incarcerated for the sale of narcotics: interviewed on 15 th
September 2018 at Nsuta Manpong, Ashanti region, Ghana.
65
Participant 5, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 9th August 2018, at
Tepa Nsuom, Ashanti region, Ghana.
66
Participant 7, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 6th August 2018 at
Fawoade Adwuma, Ashanti region, Ghana
63
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included prison regulations, distance to the prisons, financial constraints, and lack of
elderly escort to the prisons. Prison regulations – like children not being allowed into
the prison and inmates not allowed to use phones – affect contact maintenance as most
children did not have any other means they could use in maintaining contact.
He does not frequently call because they do not use phones, so when he gets a
phone then he calls us with it (Girl, 16 years).67
When he calls, he does not get to talk to him because he would be in school
and he has not even called in the last 3 months. This I think will be because
their use of phone is illegal, but they manage to call us when they have the
chance (Mother, 35 years).68
I once asked my mother to take me there, and she said children are not allowed
into the prison, so she cannot take me there (Girl, 8 years).69
Contact maintenance between children and their incarcerated parents was difficult due
to various regulations at the prison which prevented children from coming there and
also prevented parents from using mobile phone.
From the interview, it was established that financial constraint was one obstacle that
prevented children and caregivers from maintaining contact with incarcerated parents.
This was mostly reported by caregivers. Some reported that their inability to visit the
incarcerated parents was due to the fact they had no money for transportation and to
shop for them. Further, others spoke about how visit to the prisons was a source of
financial constraint to their families; such that they had to stop going there to have
enough money to care for themselves and the children.

Participant 12, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
68
Participant 24, whose husband had been incarcerated for threatening to kill someone: interviewed
on 20th August at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
69
Participant 11, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September at
Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana.
67
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Even if I am allowed to go there, it will be difficult getting money for
transportation as my mother is not financially sound and I do not have
money (Girl, 16 years).70
Madam, things are hard for us. I am unable to visit my husband
frequently because there is no money for transportation and shopping
for him. Because of financial problem and how far the prison is from
here, I sometimes go there once in three months. That is not how I want
it but I have no other option (Mother, 35 years).71
I wish I could visit him more often, but I am not financially resourced.
You cannot also visit him with an empty hand, you need to buy some
provisions for him and in some cases give him money (Boy, 17 years).72
Distance to the prisons, lack of elderly escort and caregivers as gatekeepers were found
to be other forms of obstacles which prevented children from visiting their incarcerated
parents. Majority of the children stated how they would have loved to visit their
incarcerated parents but could not due to how far the prisons were from their homes.
Others reported on how they believe that even though they were below 18 years, they
could be allowed to enter the prison if they go there with elderly escorts.
I do not have anyone who would want to take me there because I feel
without elderly escort, I will not be allowed to enter the prison. In
addition, I do not have enough money, which I can use for
transportation as the prison is very far. My mother is also not willing to
give me money for transportation (Girl, 17 years).73
No, I have not…. I would not even ask because no one would take me
there. Especially my uncle…the one who drives the vehicle (Boy, 13
years).74

Participant 12, whose father had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1st August 2018 at
Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
71
Participant 24, whose husband had been incarcerated for threatening to kill someone: interviewed
on 20th August at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
72
Participant 8, whose father had been incarcerated for rape: interviewed on 11 th August 2018 at Tepa
Akwasiase, Ashanti region, Ghana.
73
Participant 13, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 26 th September 2018
at Akomadan, Ashanti region, Ghana.
74
Participant 6, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 25th August 2018 at
Mampong Nkwanta, Ashanti region, Ghana.
70
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Further, some caregivers reported on how they would not want their children to
maintain contact with their incarcerated parents as they believed children maintaining
contact with them may have negative emotional effect on them (the children).
I would not allow them to come even if they allowed children because
I do not want a situation where they will go and come back crying. I
cannot be the one trying to console them always (Grandmother, 67
years).75
5.5.3 Preferred means of contact
For the purpose of informing policy on children’s contact maintenance with their
incarcerated parents, they were asked whether they would prefer if they had the chance
to maintain contact with their parents. In relation to preferred means of contact, most
respondents, especially the children preferred visit to phone calls. They reported that
visiting parents at the prison means they would get the chance to physically see them
and discuss everything they want with them. Further, some put it that they will be able
to hug their incarcerated parents and spend time with them since they miss them so
much.
Because I have missed him and would like to see him in person.
Meeting him and having physical contact with him is different from
talking to him on phone (Girl, 17 years).76
I would want to go to the prison because it’s been long since I saw him,
and I want to tell him something (Girl, 8 years).77
Few of the respondents preferred phone contact to visit or letter writing. Children who
preferred phone calls to prison visit stated that telephone contact would enable them
to talk to their incarcerated parents everyday even when they do not have money for
transportation to the prison, as phone calls cost is cheaper than transportation to the
Participant 20, whose daughter in law had been incarcerated for accomplishing crime: interviewed
on 8th September 2018 at Atonsu, Ashanti region, Ghana.
76
Participant 13, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 26 th September 2018
at Akomadan, Ashanti region, Ghana.
77
Participant 11, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September at
Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana
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prison. Further, some children reported about how they will feel sad going to the
prisons and leaving their parents behind. In order to avoid this, they would prefer
telephone contact to prison visits.
I would prefer telephone contact to the others because with telephone I
will be able to talk to her every day and even if I do not have money for
transport, call credit is not expensive (Girl, 17 years).78
I would prefer speaking to him on phone than going to the prison. This
is because I will feel sad seeing him (Girl, 12 years).79
Some of the children preferred phone calls to prison visit not because they hated the
prison, but they felt going there will add up to their already existing financial difficulty
and sorrow.

5.6 Social support systems available to children during their parents’
incarceration
The study has so far demonstrated that the incarceration of parents leads to various
negative effects in the lives of their children. This section extends the investigation by
examining the social support systems available to children during parental
incarceration and its utilisation. Findings of interviews with children and their
caregivers on social support is presented.

5.6.1 Social support systems available to children
In addition to the effects incarceration of parents may have on their children, children
and caregivers were further interviewed on the various social support systems
available to them during the incarceration period. From the interviews with children
and caregivers, it was found that they only benefitted from informal social support

Participant 17, whose mother had been incarcerated for the sale of narcotics: interviewed on 15th
September 2018 at Nsuta Manpong, Ashanti region, Ghana.
79
Participant 14, whose father had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 9th October 2018 at
Asafo, Ashanti region, Ghana.
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systems: family members, friends, neighbours and religious organisations they are
affiliated to. They were not aware of any form of formal social support system
available to the children after the incarceration of their parents. Even with the informal
social support, the children and caregivers explained it did not last for long as it
dwindled after a short while. Further, they felt ashamed always going to people for
help; so with time they had to stop and suffer/struggle to make ends meet. Despite the
availability of social support to some of the children and their families, there were
others who did not have access to any form of social support –formal or informal.
More importantly, the informal support enjoyed by some of the children and their
families helped them in dealing with some of the effects of parental incarceration,
particularly financial constraints.
Sometimes when I tell some of my husband’s friends, they give me
something (money); but sometimes too they do not (Mother, 50
years).80
Nobody supports or helps me in caring for the children, my husband or
myself. Can you believe that ever since my husband left none of his
relatives has been to the prison to visit him? He has a brother who once
gave us 100 Ghana Cedis. Ever since he gave us this money, I have not
heard from him again. Even when I try calling, he will tell me he is
busy (Mother, 35 years). 81
Reports from children and caregivers demonstrated that, even though they had access
to informal support, it was not something they could rely on as they did not get it
frequently.
The support children received during the incarceration of parents from friends, family,
religious organisations, and neighbours came in varying forms. Some of the support
came in the form of financial assistance, others in the form of care, advice and prayers.
Participant 19, whose ex-husband had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 6th September
2018 at Aminase, Ashanti region, Ghana.
81
Participant 24, whose husband had been incarcerated for threatening to kill someone: interviewed
on 20th August at Boamai, Ashanti region, Ghana.
80
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All these supports helped the children to navigate the challenges associated with their
parents’ incarceration.
It is only one friend of his who has been helping us with money ever
since he left. Even though it is not enough, it is better than having
nothing. Also, some elders in the church helped us financially to pay
for a lawyer when we filed for appeal. Nevertheless, you know that as
humans we sometimes get fed-up; so for now, no one is supporting us
from the church (Mother, 38 years).82
The advice and the encouragement that people and my pastor at church
give helps me a lot in pulling through (Mother, 35 years). 83
There is a woman who stays behind our house. She always gives me
food when I tell her I am hungry. There is another woman called Anita
who stays at ‘Kotei’ who sometimes buys books for me. She also
supported my mother to buy my school uniform. My class four teacher
was aware that my father had been arrested so he was not taking extra
class fees from me (Boy, 12 years).84
Moreover, some children were already receiving social support from other family
members even before the incarceration of their parents. Therefore, their access to
social support during their parents’ incarceration was not very difficult. However, the
available social support was not enough as compared to when they could access
support from both parents and other family members.
No, he was not staying with us, he sent money every week in addition
to what granny gave us and came to visit occasionally. However, we
only depend on the little granny gives us which is not enough. (Girl, 8
years).85
I was not staying with either him or my mother. I have been staying
with my grandmother from childhood. However, I remember whenever
I visited him, he gave me money, advice, and took me out. Grandmother
is unable to do all these for me (Boy, 13 years).86
Participant 22, whose husband had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 18 th September
2018 at Breman, Ashanti region, Ghana.
83
Participant 18, whose husband had been incarcerated for narcotics: interviewed on 1 st August 2018
at Afoako, Ashanti region, Ghana.
84
Participant 9, whose father had been incarcerated for murder: interviewed on 16th August 2018 at
Kotei, Ashanti region, Ghana.
85
Participant 11, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 15th September at
Paakoso, Ashanti region, Ghana
86
Participant 6, whose father had been incarcerated for robbery: interviewed on 25th August 2018 at
Mampong Nkwanta, Ashanti region, Ghana.
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In addition, from the interviews it was found that some children were disengaged from
their incarcerated parents prior to incarceration. These children relied on social support
from other family members prior to their parents’ incarceration. Due to this, their
access and utilisation of social support did not change after the incarceration.
He was not doing anything for the children and his arrest has not
affected them in anyway. I have been taking care of them since they
were born (Uncle, 32 years).87
Children who had no relationship with their incarcerated parents prior to incarceration
did not access new social support systems but continued to rely on the ones they were
utilising. Such children experienced no change in their support or care.

5.7 Discussion
At the onset of this study, it was indicated that the living conditions of children and
their relationships with incarcerated parents before arrest and incarceration may
influence the effect of the incarceration on them (Parke & Clarke-Stewart, 2002).
Throughout the study, it was found that majority of incarcerated parents (70.5 percent)
were resident parents who contributed meaningfully to various aspects of their
children’s lives. Even those who were non-resident still contributed to the lives of their
children. Due to the positive living conditions of children and positive relationship
between them and their incarcerated parents, the separation from their parents led to
various negative emotional, financial, behavioural and physical effects on them. These
findings confirm that of Turney (2017) who found that children with low-risk exposure
prior to parental incarceration were significantly affected by the incarceration of their
parents compared to children who had high-risk exposure prior to incarceration. This

Participant 25, whose brother had been incarcerated for stealing: interviewed on 25 th September
2018 at Suame, Ashanti region, Ghana.
87
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is however inconsistent with some previous studies which identified that majority of
incarcerated parents were non-resident and had negative influence on their children
even before their incarceration (Greenfeld & Snell, 2000; Murray & Farrington, 2008a;
Siegel, 2011).
The findings on children’s living conditions before parental incarceration could be as
a result of cultural values in most Low or Middle-Income Countries (LMICs),
particularly African countries, where children are expected to be the caregivers of their
parents during their old age. This forces most parents to be part of their children’s
upbringing. For some, even if they cannot contribute financially, they look for other
means which will help them play a role in their children’s upbringing. Though the
interviews showed that majority of the incarcerated parents had positive attitudes prior
to incarceration, there were very few cases where some of them exhibited negative
behaviours and were a source of burden to their families and children prior to the
incarceration. The incarceration of these parents meant a relief for the family and
children. These findings confirm the findings of other studies (Eddy & Reid, 2003;
Murray, 2005; Turanovic et al., 2012). Therefore, children’s reaction to parental
incarceration was dependent on the living conditions that existed prior to incarceration.
Arrest of parents as a strain in the lives of their children has the possibility of posing
various challenges in the lives of these children. From the analysis of reports from the
children of incarcerated parents and their caregivers, it was found that in terms of
venue and time for arrests, there was no specific timing or venue for the arrests. The
arrest of parents occurred at various places with their homes being the major location.
With regards to time, the arrests happened at any time (day or night) the police officers
deemed convenient or had information regarding the presence of the culprit they
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wanted to arrest. Due to no specificity of time and venue of arrest, some children
happened to be around during the arrest.
Further, some children did not have any understanding of what was happening to their
parents, causing them to be traumatised, startled, confused and stunned. This finding
buttresses that of Parke & Clarke-Stewart (2002), who argued that children not
knowing where their parents are being taken to and what offence they might have
committed may be very traumatised, leading to difficulty in their behaviour. Similar
results were also found by Braman (2004) and Van Nijnatten (1998).
A key finding of the study was that all participants who witnessed the arrest of their
parents (be it violent or non-violent) reported how their presence during the arrest
created various challenges in their lives. Those who had violent experience reported
how they were emotionally affected and how this created fear in their lives with some
not being able to sleep and others hallucinating. Further, most of these children had
vivid memories of their parents’ arrest and it caused sorrow, fear and panic anytime
they recalled those experiences. It is important to note that children who experienced
non-violent arrests were still affected by the arrest as they were afraid, shocked and
confused, mainly as a result of they not knowing what would happen to their parents
or where they were being taken to. This could be attributed to the fact that an
attachment object was being taken away from the children forcibly or without prior
notice. This finding validates the findings of previous studies (see Eley & Stevenson,
2000). Eley & Stevenson (2000) found in their research that the arrest of parents can
be traumatic for their children.
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Further, Kampfner (1995) and Van Nijnatten (1998) argued in their studies that, the
arrest of parents could cause nightmare and children’s inability to sleep. Children
picturing what happens during arrest could be problematic since sometimes the arrest
could be very violent with police officers giving out warning shots and banging doors.
Despite the negative implication arrest of a parent may have on their children, Kobak
& Madsen (2008) recommend that children can well adjust to the separation and arrest
of their parents if they are given information cornering the separation before it
happens, so they can prepare their minds and bodies. This may reduce the effect of the
arrest and separation on them.
This study further documented the procedures used in disclosing information on
parents’ arrest to their children who were not present during their arrest and the effects
it has on them. The study found that information disclosure on parents' arrest was done
in various ways. Caregivers informed some of the children upon request of their
incarcerated parents. Others got to know from their peers in a friendly way, whiles
others got to know through ridicules by peers or community members. The means of
information disclosure had tremendous effect on majority of the children as it was not
done in a well-planned manner. This led to adverse emotional, educational and
behavioural effect. This finding confirms the findings of previous studies on
information disclosure and its impact on children of incarcerated parents (NolenHoeksema, Larson & Grayson, 1999; Poehlmann, 2005). According to a study by
Poehlmann (2005), children who were well informed about their parents' absence were
able to build a secure attachment with their caregivers than children who were not
given enough information. A similar view was put across by Nolen-Hoeksema, Larson
& Grayson (1999). They asserted that giving children truthful information about their
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parents’ imprisonment will help them confirm their experience and deal with the new
life they will be living.
Agnew & White (1992) argued that the availability of strain increases the possibility
of negative emotions which generate pressure for various actions. This study
demonstrated strong evidence to support the claim that arrest of parents and
information disclosure on parents’ arrest to children as strains in their lives led to
various emotional effects. Majority of previous studies have focused on the effect of
parental incarceration on their children. However, this study narrows it down to the
effect that children’s experience of parental arrest and the information disclosure may
have on them. Results from the study demonstrate that children who were present
during their parents' arrest were negatively affected by their exposure to either the
violent or non-violent treatment of their parents. The effect of parental arrest and
information disclosure (strains) according to reports from the children came in various
forms with some being traumatised, shocked, and confused and some being unable to
sleep.
It is important to note that, due to the means/procedures through which information
was disclosed to children who were not around during their parents’ arrest, most of
them were affected. Information disclosure by either caregivers, peers or other
members within the community was not done in a well-planned manner leading to a
behavioural and educational effect on children. Consistent with the strain theory
(Agnew, 1992), arrest of parents and information disclosure on parents’ arrest to
children who were not present during their parents’ arrest led to various difficulties in
their lives. Due to children’s inability to deal with these difficulties they exhibited
various attitudes like crying, withdrawing and sleeping problem.
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The study further demonstrated that majority of the children were affected negatively
by their parents’ incarceration. First, families experienced financial constraints as
majority of these incarcerated parents were breadwinners and their incarceration
resulted in their inability to contribute to their families’ income. This finding is
consistent with previous studies on the effect of parental incarceration on their children
(Geller, Garfinkel, Cooper, & Mincy, 2009; Murray, 2005; Schwartz-Soicher, Geller,
& Garfinkel, 2011). The issue of financial constraint on family led to other effects like
families changing residence from expensive neighbourhoods to less expensive
neighbourhoods and changing of children’s school from expensive ones to less
expensive ones. Further, some children had to drop out of school as their current
caregivers could not afford to pay their educational expenses whiles others had to
engage in petty trading to support themselves and their families. These findings are
consistent with the findings of previous studies (Dallaire, Ciccone & Wilson, 2010).
There was also change in the roles of most of the caregivers as they had to take on the
role of the parents who had been incarcerated. Hence making them very busy as
previous studies have indicated (Mackintosh, Myers & Kennon, 2006; Shlafer &
Poehlmann, 2010).
The issue of financial constraint which came up as a major effect of parental
incarceration could be as a result of poverty associated with most parents in subSaharan African countries. According to the data from the Department of social work
(DSW) in Ghana, poverty is the major factor that affects parents and extended family’s
ability to care for children (Laird, 2002). This is seen from the over 10,000 child
maintenance cases handled by DSW (Frimpong-Manso, 2014). Windborne (2006)
argued that the frequent media reports of child abandonment, child labour, neglect and
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the sale of children indicate the difficulty that some parents go through in providing
for the maintenance and care of their children. Incarceration of parents may lead to
increase in the already existing poverty as one of the parents can no longer contribute
to the family incomes. This may go a long way to affect the children’ well-being. As
children are affected by poverty, they may try to use illegitimate means to deal with it
since they may not be aware of any legitimate means to deal with the increased poverty
they experienced as a result of their parents incarceration.
Another finding of the study was that some children had health issues with no known
causes after the incarceration of their parents. Some of the children became affected
by their parents’ incarceration that some started losing weight. Others fell sick
continuously with their caregivers and doctors not knowing the cause of their sickness.
This finding confirms that of Dallaire & Wilson's (2010) qualitative interview results
which revealed from teachers’ report that children often complained of feeling sick
with no physical symptoms to prove after visiting the hospital. Also, findings from this
study showed that some children exhibited both externalised and internalised
behavioural problems during the incarceration of their parents as earlier found by
Geller et al. (2013). Geller et al. (2013) in their study found that in terms of
aggressiveness, incarceration of fathers had robust effect on children’s aggressive
behaviour than other forms of father absenteeism. This finding is further supported by
the findings of Murray et al. (2012) who found that most children of incarcerated
parents exhibited various forms of behavioural problems which lead to
intergenerational transmission of criminal behaviour.
A key finding of the study revealed that most of the children were stigmatised as a
result of their parents’ incarceration. The issue of stigma came in the form of their
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peers withdrawing from them, people pointing fingers at them, and some teasing them
whiles others calling them names. This led to some children developing low selfesteem, some engaging in aggressive behaviours, some withdrawing from peers (selfstigma), and others adopting the habit of lying about the whereabouts of their
incarcerated parents in order to avoid being stigmatised. This finding confirms
Nesmith & Ruhland's (2008) study which revealed that children may learn the habit of
lying or fabricating stories in order to hide their parents’ incarceration from others to
avoid stigmatisation. Further, this finding confirms the study of Boswell (2002) which
found that children of incarcerated parents are mostly stigmatised.
Further, the anaylsis of children’s narrations demonstrated that younger children were
more stigmatised than their elder siblings. This could be attributed to the way children
gather to play in the Ghanaian community.Children mostly play in other children’s
houses. This often makes them privy to what happens in the other persons’ houses.
Though this culture of children playing in other people’s houses has its benefits, it
sometimes exposes some adverse information about one family to another. Normally,
a family will use such information against another family when the former is offended
by the latter. Children of incarcerated parents may fall victim to this as their peers will
get to know about their parents’ incarceration and use it against them even if they have
not offended them. This attitude affects children and causes them to develop
mechanisms to deal with it. Elderly children may have received the least stigma
because their peers are mature and even if they would stigmatised them, it would not
be done openly. They may use subtle ways which would not make them seem bad.
Though elder children reported not bing stigmatised, they prefered staying on their
own in order to avoid been stigmatised. Reports from children indicated that, both
133

direct and indirect stigma affected their lives and attitude towards others. This could
be a gate way for children to develop internalised or externalised behavioural
problems, which have been found by scholars to lead to criminal behaviours or
intergenerational transmission of criminal behaviour (Roettger & Swisher, 2011).
This study has contributed to the understanding of how the incarceration of parents as
strain in the lives of their children may affect them. Considering the living conditions
of the children before their parents’ incarceration is imperative. As participants who
had positive relationship with their parents before their incarceration reported of
negative effect of their parents’ incarceration on their lives, a few of the participants
who had negative relationship with their parents prior to their incarceration reported
no effect of the incarceration of their parents on their lives. This study has shown that
incarceration of parents creates various forms of disparity in the lives of their children
due to financial constraints and stigma it brings on the children.
The use of strain and cumulative risk theories help in disentangling the effect of
parental incarceration from previously existing effects in the lives of their children.
Consistent with these two theories, the study demonstrated that the incarceration of
parents as strain led to difficulties in the lives of their children. However, the impact
of the incarceration was as result of the living conditions children experienced prior to
their parents’ incarceration. As children who had positive relationship with their
parents prior to their incarceration experienced negative effect, children with no
relationship or negative relationship had no effect while some were indifferent.
Reports from children indicated that, children whose mothers had been incarcerated
suffered the most compared to children whose fathers had been incarcerated. This was
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because children whose fathers had been incarcerated had the opportunity of living
with their biological mothers but those whose mothers had been incarcerated did not
have the opportunity of living with their biological fathers even though they had not
been incarcerated and were alive. Such children lived with other family members. This
was because their parents had divorced and with some not even knowing where their
fathers were living or their contact details. This made those who lived with their
mothers have better living conditions than those who did not have the opportunity to
live with their fathers. This made the living conditions of those living with family
members very difficult as their caregivers also had responsibilities of caring for their
own children. This situation may occur when parents were divorced before the mothers
were incarcerated. The fathers therefore become non-resident before the mothers’
incarceration. Some children did not even know the whereabout of their fathers. This
confirms findings from previous studies that the incarceration of mothers leads to an
inimical effect on the lives of their children, compared to the incarceration of fathers
(Geller, 2013; Kjellstrand, Cearley, Eddy, Foney, & Martinez, 2012; Parke & ClarkeStewart, 2002).
These findings are consistent with previous studies which found that majority of
mothers who had been incarcerated were the caregivers of their children prior to their
incarceration while

most fathers were non-resident (Siegel, 2011; Turanovic,

Rodriguez, & Pratt, 2012) .
Contact maintenance between children and their incarcerated parents after the parent
has been arrested and incarcerated is seen as the only means they can maintain their
relationship. This study is one of the first kind in examining contact maintenance
between incarcerated parents and their children in LMICs (Ghana in this case). From
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the study, majority of the children wanted to maintain contact with their incarcerated
parents because they had positive relationship with them before their incarceration.
This supports previous findings in which Sharratt (2014) found that children’s
motivation to contact incarcerated parents either through visits, calls or letter writing
was dependent on their prior relationship with their incarcerated parents.
A key finding of the study revealed that though children had limited access to their
incarcerated parents, the major means used in maintaining contact was phone calls.
Most children reported that they maintain contact with their parents through phone
calls which was not regular and did not last for long. This is mostly because prisoners
are not allowed to use phones and the very few who were able to contact their children
through phone calls used unapproved means. In addition, majority of the children do
not have their own phones, making it difficult for them to ring each other as and when
they want. This could have helped in building up on their relationship, deal with some
form of anxiety and stress, and facilitate their reunion after parents’ release from
prison.
Majority of the children were not able to maintain contact with their parents through
visits and other means due to various obstacles. The very few who were able to see
their incarcerated parents upon visit were children of incarcerated mothers. In those
cases, the mothers were escorted outside the prison for their children to see and chat
with them. This finding is not consistent with previous studies, as studies reviewed
showed that children were able to maintain contact with their incarcerated. However
due to various obstacles faced by children in this study (prison regulations where they
were not allowed into the prisons and incarcerated parents not allowed to use phones)
they were unable to maintain contact with their incarcerated parents. The regulations
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at the prisons made it difficult for children to maintain contact with their incarcerated
parents. The regulations, though might be different depending on the country or
region, it however, supports previous findings on how regulations at the prisons might
serve as obstacles to contact maintenance between incarcerated parents and their
children (Tasca, 2015; Arditti et al., 2003; Bruster & Foreman, 2012).
From the study, we found that, even if children had the opportunity to visit or call their
parents on phone, there are other obstacles that will make it difficult. These obstacles
included: financial constraint, distance to prisons, lack of elderly escort and caregivers
as gatekeepers to children’s contact maintenance. All these findings were supported
by previous studies which found that caregivers served as gatekeepers and had mixed
feelings concerning children’s visit to incarcerated parents (Shlafer & Poehlmann,
2010). Further, families maintaining contact with incarcerated parents will mean
additional financial burden as they will have to buy stuff for the incarcerated parents
when visiting; and due to long distance between prisons and their places of abode,
there will be the need for money for transportation. Sharratt (2014) found in his study
that families’ decision to maintain contact with incarcerated parents led to increase in
financial difficulty on the family which prevented them from further contact
maintenance.
Further, the study found that majority of the children granted the opportunity prefer
maintaining contact with their incarcerated parents through prison visit, as some of the
children believe visiting their parents would enable them to have physical contact and
face to face interactions with them. The very few who preferred phone call preferred
this means because it would enable them to contact their parents often, and it is also
less expensive than prison visit.
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The incarceration of parents has numerous negative effects on the well-being of their
children. From the study it was found that one of the major ways these negative effects
could be curtailed is by allowing children to maintain contact with their incarcerated
parents. Children may maintain contact with incarcerated parents through frequent
visits to the prisons, telephone contact with incarcerated parents and letter writing. It
was however found that incarcerated parents and their children found it difficult
maintaining contact due to various obstacles like regulations at the prisons, financial
constraints, distance to prisons, and caregivers as gatekeepers. Nevertheless, majority
of the children noted they would have loved to maintain contact with their parents
through regular visits to the prisons if the laws permitted them to visit the prisons. Few
of the children rather preferred to maintain contact through telephone calls.
In line with the findings, not all children adopted illegitimate means in dealing with
challenges they encountered as a result of their parents’ incarceration. Some adopted
very positive mechanisms (like, focusing on their education, supporting caregiver,
engaging in church activities) which helped them in dealing with challenges they
faced. Further, some families who declined to be interviewed on the basis that, they
had moved on and did not want to have anything to do with the incarcerated parent.
Though majority of the children interviewed were negatively affected, some acted
indifferent and did not even want to have anything to do with the incarcerated parent.
This explains that, though strains have the possibility of causing children to use
illegitimate means, it is not always the case.
The finding of the study demonstrated that the social support system available to
children came in the form of informal support from family members, friends,
neighbours, and religious groups children and their families were affiliated to. This
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form of support came in the form of advice, financial support, care, and love. These
informal supports children received from others helped them deal with some of the
effects they encountered as a result of their parents’ incarceration. Provision of
financial support to children helped children deal with financial constraints they
encountered as a result of their parents’ incarceration. The advice, care, prayers, and
love they get from people were all helpful to them as they helped in overcoming some
of the negative consequences of parental incarceration. However, these forms of social
support did not last for long –they diminished with time. Children and caregivers were
not aware of any particular government or formal support for children or families of
incarcerated parents. These findings corroborate the findings from a previous study by
Chui (2009) which revealed that children and families of incarcerated persons made
use of informal social support due to the fact that majority of the respondents were
unaware of the availability of formal support for families with incarcerated parents.
It is worth noting that, some children enjoyed social support from other family
members even before their parents’ incarceration. However, this support alone could
not help with all the difficulties they encountered during their parents’ incarceration
since prior to their parents’ incarceration, they were receiving support from both their
parents and the family members. In addition, there were very few of the children who
had no change in support during the incarceration of their parents, as their incarcerated
parents did not contribute to their lives prior to their incarceration. The impact of social
support in the lives of these children differed, depending on their relationship with the
incarcerated parents prior to incarceration. Children who depended solely on their
incarcerated parents prior to their incarceration, found social support from these agents
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as means through which they could navigate and overcome the difficulties associated
with parental incarceration, though the supports dwindled with time.
Children who enjoyed social support in addition to parents’ support prior to
incarceration continued to enjoy support during their parents’ incarceration. They
however felt the support was not enough when compared to what they were receiving
from both their parents and their current support. It is important to note that from the
findings, children who were already enjoying support from others with no support
from their parents prior to the incarceration felt no change in their conditions or lives.
This finding confirms that of Siegel (2011) on the importance of social support to
children of incarcerated parents.
The findings buttress the importance of social support in the lives of children during
their parents’ incarceration. Narrations from the children show that some were able to
navigate and rise above the crises created by their parents’ incarceration. This was
through informal social support from their family members, friends, neighbours, and
religious organisations they are affiliated to. These informal supports did not last for
long –they diminished with time. Children and their caregivers were not aware of any
formal social support available to them and their families during the incarceration of
the parents. Further, the impact of social support on the lives of children differed
depending on their living conditions prior to their parents’ incarceration.

Children and caregivers’ over reliance on informal social support in this study may be
as a result of the tradition or culture of the Ghanaian community where children are
seen as belonging to the entire extended family or community. It is customary for the
extended family through kinship foster care and other community networks to provide
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care and protection for children whose parents were unable to do so. This was based
on the values of reciprocity, humanity and fear of punishment from dead kinsmen
(Ansah-Koi, 2006). This could have been the reason why reports from children of
incarcerated parents and their caregivers showed reliance on informal support.
However, according to the interview data from children and their caregivers, these
supports dwindled with time. The issue of dwindling informal social support from
extended family and community could be as a result of social change and economic
pressure. Parents therefore became the sole caretakers of their children with other
members from the family or community coming in to help only when they feel the
need to do so (Agyeman-Duah, 2008).
In addition, the issue of families not seeking for formal support could be attributed to
the issue of stigma. That is, they may have the idea that seeking for formal help may
expose them to the public and further lead to stigma (Chui, 2009). More so, the
Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Protection charged with seeing to the wellbeing of all children in Ghana has limited resource which have been channelled to
addressing issues affecting orphans and settling household dispute to the neglect of
other children who may be having other difficulties – including children of
incarcerated parent (Government of Ghana, 2014).
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CHAPTER SIX
ATTITUDE OF OTHERS (PEERS) TOWARD CHILDREN OF
INCARCERATED PARENTS
6.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on how the knowledge of others (peers) on the incarceration
status of parents, the crime committed, gender of the children of the incarcerated
parents, and other stigmatised traits of the parents may influence their attitude toward
their children. The chapter examines four main hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1 compares incarceration and other sources of stigma. H1a: Children of
incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents with
mental illness. H1b: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised
than children of HIV/AIDS positive parents.
Hypothesis 2 compares incarceration and non-incarceration. H2a: Children of
incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents who
committed the same crime but were not arrested. H2b: Children of incarcerated parents
are likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents who committed the same crime
but were released on bail.
Hypothesis 3 compares incarceration status and violent offense. H3a: Children of
incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents who
committed the same crime but were not arrested, if they committed a violent crime.
H3b: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were released on bail, if they committed a
violent offense.
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Hypothesis 4 compares incarceration status of parents and gender of their children.
H4a: A child of an incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised than a child of
parent who committed the same crime but was not arrested, if the child is a boy. H4b:
A child of incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised than a child of a parent
who committed the same crime but was released on bail, if the child is a boy.

6.2 Sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents
The experimental study was conducted with school going children between the ages
of 8 and 17 years. In total 907 children were sampled from 4 institutional schools
across Ghana. These schools are termed institutional for the purpose of anonymity and
confidentiality. The schools selected has two groups of children-those who stay in the
school and those who stay outside the school. These schools are attended by both
orphans and other children from the community. Out of the 907 students who took the
survey, 51.2% were females. The mean age for the children was 12.5 years. Selection
of children was based on their grade with grade 3 being the minimum grade and grade
9 being the maximum grade. Majority of the children professed to be Christians
(86.1%), followed by Muslims (13.1%), Traditionalists (African traditional religion)
(0.7%), and others (0.1%). The religious affiliation statistics corroborate that of the
general Ghanaian population as provided by the Ghana Statistical Service (Ghana
Statistical Service, 2012a). In terms of the children’s place of residence, majority of
them lived outside the school (72.9%) and quite a number of them also came from
intact households or households with both parents been resident (66.2%). Few of the
children (20.3%) had knowledge about a child whose parent had been incarcerated.
All these sociodemographic characteristics were considered in the analysis due to their
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possible influence on how children (peers) will relate with children of incarcerated
parents. See Table 6.1 for more details on participant demographic characteristics.
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Table 6. 1: Demographic details of respondents
Variable
Gender of children
Male
Female
Age (mean)
8-10 years
11-13 years
14-16 years
17 years and above
Grade
Grade 3
Grade4
Grade 5
Grade 6
Grade 7
Grade 8
Grade 9
Type of family
Single Parent family
Intact family
Type of dwelling
Owning
Renting
Rent-Free
Perching
Locality
Urban
Rural

Freq.

%

443
464

48.8
51.2

399
291
198
19

108
121
114
110
174
187
93

307
600

458
281
167
1

757
150

12.5

44
32.1
21.8
2.1

11.9
13.3
12.6
12.1
19.2
20.6
10.3

33.8
66.2

50.5
31
18.4
0.1

83.5
16.5
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Variable
Place of residence
School
Outside school

Freq.

%

246
661

27.1
72.9

Religious affiliation
Christian
Islam
Traditionalist
Others

781
119
6
1

86.1
13.1
0.7
0.1

Ethnicity
Akan
Ga-Adangbe
Ewe
Northern ethnicities
Don’t know

477
124
120
184
2

52.6
13.7
13.2
20.3
0.2

Family status
Nuclear
Extended

616
291

67.9
32.1

Presence of non-family members
Yes
413
45.5
No
494
54.5

Child knowledge of incarceration
Yes
184
20.3
No
723
79.7

Table 6.1 continued
Variable
Age of mother
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51 -60 years and above
Don’t know

Freq.
46
415
308
93
45

%
5.1
45.8
34
10.3
5

Age of father
20-32 years
21-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years and above
Don’t know

Freq.

%

9
183
417
149
149

1
20.2
46
16.4
16.4

Highest educational attainment of mother
None
17
1.9
Primary
17
1.9
Junior High school
168
18.5
Senior high school
287
31.6
Tertiary
336
37
Don’t know
82
9

Highest educational attainment of father
None
43
4.7
Primary
24
2.8
Junior High school
81
8.9
Senior high school
165
18.2
Tertiary
397
43.8
Don’t know
197
21.7

Lack of household essentials
Electricity
Yes
111
No
796

12.2
87.8

Toilet
Yes
No

55
852

6.1
93.9

8.8
91.2

Telephone
Yes
No

66
841

7.3
92.7

Water
Yes
No

80
827

6.3 Data analysis
Chi-square tests were used on the manipulation checks to test respondents’
understanding of the scenarios presented to them. Pearson correlation between the
dependent variable and impression management scale was conducted to test how they
both do not correlate since they measure different variables (discriminant validity),
and to determine how the various sociodemographic characteristics and independent
variables correlate with the dependent variable.
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Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine the attitude of children
(peers) towards a child (male or female) whom they had received information on about
his/her parents’ incarceration status, gravity of offense committed, or other stigmatised
traits (HIV/AIDS and mental illness). Conducting the between group ANOVA
analysis for comparing the level of stigma in terms of incarceration status and other
sources of stigma, and how the gender of the child can influence the attitude, the
independent variable – incarceration status and other sources of stigma – were
measured in 5 levels of 1=not arrested, 2= incarcerated, 3=released on bail, 4=mental
illness, and 5=HIV/AIDS. HIV/AIDS was set as the reference group for this analysis.
The gender of the child was measured in two levels of 0=female and 1=male, with
male as its reference point. This happened since in ANOVA analysis using the SPSS
software, the biggest number is always set as the reference point. The main effects of
the independent variables were first conducted, followed by the interaction effects in
the second analysis. Sociodemographic characteristics which correlated with the
dependent variable were controlled for in the third analysis.
Within group analysis of the independent variables was conducted with incarceration
status of parent, offense committed by parent, and gender of child. Incarceration status
was measured in three levels of 1=not arrested, 2=incarcerated, and 3=released on bail.
Released on bail was set as the reference category for this variable. Further, gravity of
offense was coded as 0=robbery and 1= stealing, with stealing as reference category.
Gender of the child was coded as 0=female and 1=male, with male as reference
category. The analysis followed a similar procedure as the between group analysis
(main effect, interaction, and covariates). All analyses in this study were performed
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using the SPSS for Windows application (version 23.0) software and the level of
significance was p < 0.1 (two- tailed).
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6.4 Results
6.4.1 Chi-square analysis
Manipulation check was conducted to evaluate respondents’ understanding of
scenarios presented to them for the experimental study. Chi-square tests were used on
the manipulation checks (9 statements) and the groups or scenarios presented (16
scenarios) to respondents, and significant differences among groups were found (See
Appendix VII, for the 9 statements and results on manipulation check). This result
proves that majority of participants understood the scenarios given to them and
responded to the questions based on the scenarios or groups they found themselves in.

6.4.2 Bivariate analysis
Results of the Pearson correlation indicated that there was a significant association
between the dependent variable (stigma) and the age of respondents, grade of
respondents, place of residence (in school or outside school), family status (nuclear or
extended), respondents’ knowledge about a child of incarcerated parent, and family
type (intact family or single parent father). The remaining sociodemographic
characteristics had no significant association with the dependent variable. The
sociodemographic characteristics which had significant association with the dependent
variable were controlled for in the ANOVA analysis. All independent variables
correlated with the dependent variable. See Table 6.2 for additional results.
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Table 6. 2: Bivariate analysis of demographic and independent variables on the dependent variable (Stigma)
Variable

Mean

Std. Dev.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Age

4.43

2.443

1

2. Grade

4.18

1.940

.739**

1

3. Gender

1.51

.500

-.110**

-.090**

1

4. Ethnicity

2.02

1.221

-.054

-.098**

-.032

1

5. Religious

1.15

.382

.142**

.042

-.021

.325**

1

6. Place of residence

1.73

.445

-.015

.106**

.019

-.017

.035

1

7. Knowledge of child of incarcerated parent

1.80

.402

-.197**

-.102**

.083*

.008

-.063

.019

1

8. Type of family

1.66

.473

.052

.063

.028

.091**

.088**

.229**

.010

1

9. Family status

1.32

.467

-.023

-.043

-.023

.001

-.006

-.085*

-.017

.097**

10. Place of residence

1.17

.372

.093**

.068*

-.076*

.090**

.069*

-.056

-.056

.061

11. Presence of other non-family members

1.54

.498

.000

.016

.059

.019

-.035

.065

-.021

.109**

12. Type of dwelling

1.68

.770

-.148**

-.151**

-.012

-.100**

-.106**

-.220**

.016

-.127**

13. Gender of child in the scenario

.50

.500

-.009

-.012

-.006

.010

.037

.031

-.066*

-.014

14. Parents' incarceration status

1.98

.824

-.074

-.021

-.070

-.023

-.052

.013

.070

.045

15. Offense committed by parent

.49

.500

.002

.048

-.016

.034

.015

-.029

-.023

-.035

16. Other sources of stigma

.49

.501

-.104

-.051

.053

.107

-.005

-.105

.022

.041

17. Stigma

1.94

.275

.185**

.066*

.009

.056

.023

-.080*

-.093**

-.004

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). C. Cannot be computed because at least one of the
variables is constant.
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Table 6.2 continued
Variable

9

9. Family status

1

10. Place of residence
11. Presence of other non-family members
12. Type of dwelling
13. Gender of child in the scenario
14. Parents' incarceration status
15. Offense committed by parent
16. Other sources of stigma
17. Stigma

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

.031

1

-.140**

-.028

1

.036

-.043

-.065

1

-.004

-.022

-.015

-.023

1

.121**

-.038

-.087*

.002

-.032

1

-.041

.016

.047

-.046

-.069

.075

1

.075

.056

.007

.063

-.070

.c

.c

1

.110**

.041

-.024

.008

-.102**

.134**

-.136**

.255**

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2- tailed), *. Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). C. Cannot be computed because at least one of the
variables is constant
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17

1

Reliability for CATCH scale is high (Cronbach’s alpha = .79), and there is no
correlation between CATCH scale (dependent variable) and impression management
scale (social desirability scale) (r = .009) (see Table 6.3). This shows that discriminate
validity was attained as the dependent variable appeared to measure something
different from the social desirability scale.

Table 6. 3: Correlation analysis of dependent variable (CATCH scale) and social
desirability scale (impression management)
Mean

Std.
Deviation

1

2

1. Stigma scale

1.9441

.27468

1

2. Impression management scale

1.5169

.16996

.009

1

6.4.3 Comparing incarceration status and other sources of stigma

Table 6. 4: Main effect of incarceration status and other sources of stigma
Source

Df

F

Sig.

Effect size

Corrected Model

4

8.069

.000

.035

Intercept

1

41943.630

.000

.979

Incarceration and other source of stigma

4

8.069

.000

.035

Error

902

Total

907

Corrected Total

906

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma
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In order to compare the effect of parents’ incarceration status (not arrested,
incarcerated and released on bail) and other sources of stigma (mental illness and
HIV/AIDS) on the attitude of the peers of children of incarcerated parents, between
groups ANOVA analysis was conducted. From Table 6.4, it is demonstrated that the
main effect of parents’ incarceration and other sources of stigma was statistically
significant (F (4, 907) = 8.069, P= .000, partial η2 = .035). This result shows that there
is difference between the groups in terms of the level of stigma expressed by peers
towards their children. To know which group was less stigmatised, a post hoc test was
conducted (see Table 6.8). Further analysis was conducted by interacting the gender
of the child in the scenario with the incarceration status and other sources of stigma.

Table 6. 5: Interaction effect of incarceration status, other sources of stigma and
gender of child
Source

Df

F

Effec
Sig.

t size

Corrected Model

9

6.164

.000

.058

Intercept

1

42673.059

.000

.979

Incarceration and other source of stigma

4

7.806

.000

.034

Gender of child in scenario

1

8.534

.004

.009

Incarceration and other source of stigma *

4

3.483

.008

.015

gender of child in scenario
Error

897

Total

907

Corrected Total

906

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma

Table 6.5 shows that gender of the child in the scenario was statistically significant (F
(1, 907) = 8.534, P= .004, partial η2 = .009), as well as the interaction between
incarceration status and other source of stigma and gender of child in the scenario (F
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(4, 907) = 3.483, P= .008, partial η2 = .015). The main effect of incarceration status
and other sources of stigma remained significant.

Table 6. 6: Incarceration status, other sources of stigma, gender of child and
covariates
Source

Df

F

Effect
Sig.

Corrected Model

size

16

7.227

.000

.116

Intercept

1

932.102

.000

.513

Incarceration and other source of

4

8.810

.000

.038

Gender of child in scenario

1

9.266

.002

.010

Incarceration and other source of

4

3.763

.005

.017

Age

1

26.749

.000

.029

Grade

1

2.065

.151

.002

Gender

1

1.332

.249

.002

Place of residence

1

2.314

.129

.003

Knowledge on incarceration

1

5.514

.019

.006

Family status

1

8.422

.004

.009

Type of family

1

.000

.985

.000

stigma

stigma * Gender of child in scenario

Error

884

Total

901

Corrected Total

900

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma

Adding covariates to the analysis in Table 6.6, the main effects of parents’
incarceration status, and other sources of stigma (F (4, 901) = 8.810, P= .000, partial
η2 = .038) and gender (F (1, 901) = 9.266, P= .002, partial η2 = .010) remained
statistically significant. Their interactions (F (4, 901) = 3.763, P= .005, partial η2
= .017) too were statistically significant. In addition, the covariates, age (F (1, 901) =
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26.749, P= .000, partial η2 = .029), knowledge on incarceration (F (1, 901) = 5.514,
P= .019, partial η2 = .006), and family status (F (1, 901) = 8.422, P= .004, partial η2
= .009) were statistically significant. The remaining covariates were not statistically
significant (gender, grade, place of residence, and type of family).

Table 6. 7: Parameter estimates of incarceration status, other sources of stigma,
gender of child and covariates
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Not arrested (1)

-.127 (.031) ***

-.184 (.044) ***

-.201(.043) ***

Incarcerated (2)

-.123 (.032) ***

-.182 (.045) ***

-.178 (.044) ***

Released on bail (3)

-.037 (.031)

-.053 (.045)

-.054 (.044)

Mental illness (4)

-.138 (.036) ***

-.239 (.049) ***

-.243 (.049) ***

-.042 (.051)

-.040 (.050)

Not arrested* Female

.116 (.062) *

.124 (.061) **

Incarcerated* Female

.117 (.063) *

.101 (.062) *

Released on bail*Female

.032 (.062)

.028 (.061)

Mental illness* Female

.224 (.072) ***

.230 (.071) ***

Incarceration and other sources of stigma

Gender of child (Female =0)
Interaction terms

Covariates
Age

-.117 (.023) ***

Grade

.030 (.021)

Gender

.020 (.018)

Place of residence

-.031 ((.021)

Knowledge on incarceration

-.052 (.022) **

Family status

.055 (.019) ***

Type of family

.0003 (.020)

Model information
Intercept

2.034 (.026) ***

2.056 (.036) ***

2.166 (.075) ***

R2

.035

.058

.116

.030

.049

.100

ΔR

2

Standard error in parenthesis ⁎⁎⁎ p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests). ⁎⁎ p < 0.05 (two-tailed tests). ⁎ p < 0.1 (two-tailed
tests) Dependent variable: stigma. NB: reference category for this analysis is HIV/AIDS and Male. N=901.
Results of some of the interactions were not reported as they were omitted due to multicollinearity.
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Table 6.7 shows three multivariate models were built, with the dependent variable
being attitude of peers towards children of incarcerated parents (stigma), which was
treated as a continuous variable. Incarceration status and other sources of stigma was
entered in Model 1. Model 2 added the gender of the child to assess how it influences
the attitude of peers towards others based on their parents’ incarceration status and
other sources of stigma. To improve the model’s specifications, sociodemographic
variables that correlated with the dependent variable were controlled for in Model 3.
Model 1 showed that having an HIV/AIDS positive parent increased the level of
stigma expressed towards you as compared to having a parent who had not been
arrested for committing an offense (β= -.127, p< .001), a parent who had been
incarcerated for committing an offense (β= -.123, p<.001), a parent who had been
released on bail after being arrested for committing an offense (β=-.037, p>.1), and a
parent with mental illness (β=-.138, p<.001). This result supports hypothesis 1b as
children whose parents had been incarcerated for committing offense were less
stigmatised compared to children with HIV/AIDS positive parents (see Figure 6.1 for
plot).
However, the coefficients for these variables increased ((β=-.184, p<.001), (β=-.182,
p<.001), (β=-.053, p>.1), and (β=-.239, p<.001) respectively) when gender was added
to the model; though gender was rendered not significant (β=-.042, p>.1). The
interactions between these variables indicated that, female children were more
stigmatised than male children (see Figure 6.2 for interaction plot). Female children
whose parents had not been arrested for committing offense were more stigmatised
than male children whose parents had same situation (not arrested*female, β=.116,
p<.05). Further, female children whose parents had been incarcerated for committing
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an offense were more stigmatised than male children with parents in same situation,
(incarcerated* female, β= .117, p<.1). Parents with mental illness had their female
children been stigmatised more than their male children (mental illness*female,
β=.224, p<.001). The impact of gender on children with parents who had been released
on bail was not significant (β=.032, p>.1).
Controlling for demographic variables in Model 3 increased the R2. Model 3 showed
that it is less likely for older children to stigmatise others as compared to younger
children (β=-.117, p<.001). It further indicated that children with no knowledge on
incarceration were less likely to stigmatise others compared to children with
knowledge on incarceration (β=-.052, p=.05). Children from nuclear families were less
likely to stigmatise others compared to children form extended families. All variables
which were significant in Model 1 and 2 remained same in Model 3, with some having
increased coefficients and those which were not significant remained same.
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Table 6. 8: Bonferroni multiple comparison on incarceration status and other
sources of stigma
(I)

(J)

Mean

Std.

Incarceration

Incarceration

Differen

Error

status and

status and

ce (I-J)

other sources of

other sources of

Lower

Upper

stigma

stigma

Bound

Bound

Not arrested

Incarcerated

-.07

.07

-.09*

.025

.004

-.16

-.02

.01

.031

1.000

-.08

.10

HIV/AIDS

-.13*

.031

.001

-.21

-.04

Not arrested

.00

.025

1.000

-.07

.07

-.09*

.026

.008

-.16

-.01

.01

.031

1.000

-.07

.10

HIV/AIDS

-.12*

.032

.001

-.21

-.03

Not arrested

.09*

.025

.004

.02

.16

Incarcerated

.09*

.026

.008

.01

.16

Mental illness

.10*

.031

.012

.01

.19

HIV/AIDS

-.04

.031

1.000

-.13

.05

Not arrested

-.01

.031

1.000

-.10

.08

Incarcerated

-.01

.031

1.000

-.10

.07

Released on bail

-.10*

.031

.012

-.19

-.01

HIV/AIDS

-.14*

.036

.001

-.24

-.04

Not arrested

.13*

.031

.001

.04

.21

Incarcerated

.12*

.032

.001

.03

.21

Released on bail

.04

.031

1.000

-.05

.13

Mental illness

.14*

.036

.001

.04

.24

Mental illness

HIV/AIDS

Interval

1.000

Released on bail

Mental illness

Confidence

.025

Mental illness

Released on bail

95%

.00

Released on bail

Incarcerated

Sig.

Based on observed means. The error term is Mean Squared (Error) =.073. *. The mean difference is
significant at the .05 level. Dependent variable = stigma

Table 6.8 shows a Post-hoc comparison using the Bonferroni test. It indicated that
children of HIV/AIDS positive parents were the most stigmatised compared to
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children whose parents had not been arrested (p=.001), children whose parents had
been incarcerated (p=.001), and children of parents with mental illness (p=.001).
Children whose parents had been released on bail was statistically insignificant
(p=1.00). However, the difference between incarceration, not arrested (p=1.00), and
mental illness (p=1.00) were statistically insignificant. Further, children whose parents
had been released on bail were most stigmatised compared to children whose parents
had been arrested (p=.004), children whose parents had been incarcerated (p=.008) and
children of parents with mental illness (p=.012). Children of parents with mental
illness were stigmatised more than children whose parents had not been arrested
(p=.001). Quite inconsistent with hypothesis 1a, when compared with children of
incarcerated parents, children of parents with mental illness were less stigmatised.
However, Hypothesis 1b was consistent with the findings of the study. When
compared with children of HIV/AIDS positive parents, children of incarcerated
parents were less stigmatised.

Figure 6. 1: Main effect of incarceration status and other sources of
stigma
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Figure 6. 2: Interaction effect of incarcerated status, other source of stigma, and
gender of the child

6.4.4 Effect of parents’ incarceration status, offense committed by parent, and
gender of child in scenario on the attitude of others towards their children

Table 6. 9: Main effect of gender of the child, incarceration status, and offense
committed
Source

Df

F

Sig.

Effect size

Corrected Model

4

9.479

.000

.053

Intercept

1

35211.521

.000

.981

Gender of child in scenario

1

6.224

.013

.009

Incarceration status

2

8.996

.000

.026

Offense committed

1

16.676

.000

.024

Error

676

Total

681

Corrected Total

680

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma
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To explore the impact of parents’ incarceration status (not arrested, incarcerated and
released on bail), offense committed by parent, and gender of the child on the attitude
of their peers, within groups ANOVA analysis was conducted. As shown in Table 6.9,
the main effect of gender of child in scenario (F (1, 681) = 6.224, P= .013, partial η2
= .009), parents’ incarceration (F (2, 681) = 8.996, P= .000, partial η2 = .026), and other
offense committed by the parent (F (1, 681) = 16.676, P= .000, partial η2 = .024) were
statistically significant. This result shows that there was difference within the groups
in terms of the level of stigma expressed by peers towards the children of incarcerated
parents. Further analysis was conducted by interacting the gender of the child in the
scenario with the incarceration status and offense committed by the parent.
Table 6.10 demonstrates that the main effects of the variables remained statistically
significant after adding the interaction terms. In addition, incarceration status of parent
*offense committed by parent (F (2, 681) = 12.803, P= .000, partial η2 = .037) and the
three way interaction (gender of child in scenario*incarceration status of
parent*offense committed by parent) (F (2, 681) = 3.449, P= .032, partial η2 = .010)
were statistically significant. However, gender of the child in scenario*offense
committed by parent (F (1, 681) = .377, P= .539, partial η2 = .001) and gender of the
child in scenario*incarceration status of parent (F (2, 681) = 2.256, P= .106, partial η2
= .007) were statistically insignificant.
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Table 6. 10: Interaction effect of gender of the child, incarceration status and
offense committed
Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
Gender of child in
scenario
Incarceration status
Offense committed
Gender of child in
scenario* offense
committed
Incarceration status
*offense committed
Gender of child in
scenario * incarcerations
status
Gender of child in
scenario* incarceration
status *offense
committed
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Df
11
1
1

F
6.902
36277.209
5.165

Sig.
.000
.000
.023

Effect size
.102
.982
.008

2
1
1

8.421
17.438
.377

.000
.000
.539

.025
.025
.001

2

12.803

.000

.037

2

2.256

.106

.007

2

3.449

.032

.010

669
681
680

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma

Adding covariates to the analysis in Table 6.11, the main effects and interactions that
were significant in Table 6. 9 and Table 6.10 remained statistically significant.
However, the three-way interaction gender of child in scenario*incarceration status of
parent*offense committed by parent was rendered statistically insignificant (F (2, 680)
= 2.920, P= .055, partial η2 = .009). Interactions which were insignificant in previous
analysis remained so. In addition, the covariates age (F (1, 680) = 23.620, P= .000,
partial η2 = .035), knowledge on incarceration (F (1, 680) = 6.900, P= .009, partial η2
= .010), and family status (F (1, 680) = 12.293, P= .000, partial η2 = .018) were
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statistically significant. The remaining covariates (gender, grade, place of residence
and type of family) were statistically insignificant.

Table 6. 11: Interaction effect of gender of the child, incarceration status and
offense committed and covariates
Source

Df

F

Sig.

Corrected Model
Intercept
Gender of child in scenario
Incarceration status
Offense committed
Gender of child in scenario*offense committed
Incarceration status*offense committed
Gender of child in scenario*incarceration status
Gender of child in scenario*incarceration status *
Offense committed
Age
Grade
Gender
Place of residence
Knowledge on incarceration
Type of family
Family status
Error
Total
Corrected Total

18
1
1
2
1
1
2
2
2

7.654
688.945
5.317
9.527
17.852
.061
15.763
2.683
2.920

.000
.000
.021
.000
.000
.805
.000
.069
.055

Effect
size
.172
.510
.008
.028
.026
.000
.046
.008
.009

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
661
680
679

23.620
2.690
2.630
.716
6.900
.001
12.293

.000
.101
.105
.398
.009
.980
.000

.035
.004
.004
.001
.010
.000
.018

Significant at .05 (2 tailed). Dependent variable= stigma

Table 6.12 shows three multivariate models were built, with the dependent variable
being attitude of peers towards children of incarcerated parents (stigma). Gender of
child in the scenarios, incarceration status of parent, and offense committed by parent
were entered in Mode 1. Model 2 added their interactions to assess how they influence
the attitude of peers towards these children. To improve the model’s specifications,
sociodemographic variables that correlated with the dependent variable were
controlled for in Model 3.
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Table 6. 12: Parameter estimates of gender of child in the scenarios, incarceration
status, and offense committed
Variable

Model 1 se

Model 2 se

Model 3 se

.052 (.021) ***

-.013 (.047)

.001(.047)

Not arrest

-.096 (.025) ***

-.139 (.051) ***

-.160 (.050) ***

Incarcerated

-.090 (.026) ***

-.287 (.052) ***

-.277 (.051) ***

Offense committed (robbery)

.085 (.021) ***

-.032 (.051)

-.025 (.049)

Female* robbery

-.003 (.071)

-.042 (.069)

Not arrested* robbery

.017 (.070)

.023 (.068)

Incarcerated* robbery

.296 (.072) ***

.289 (.070) ***

Female* not arrested

-.001(.070)

.012 (.068)

Female* incarcerated

.142 (.070) **

.106 (.069)

Female*not arrested*robbery

.170 (.099) *

.185 (.097) *

Female*incarcerated* robbery

-.085 (.101)

-.030 (.099)

Gender, incarceration and offense
Gender of child (female)
Incarceration status

Interaction terms

Covariates
Age

-.125 (.026) ***

Grade

.040 (.024) *

Gender

.032 (.020)

Place of residence

-.020 (.023)

Knowledge on incarceration

-.065 (.025) ***

Type of family

.001 (.022)

Family status

.078 (.022) ***

Model information
Intercept

1.932 (.023) ***

2.019 (.037) ***

2.079 (.083) ***

R2

.053

.102

.172

ΔR2

.048

.087

.150

⁎⁎⁎ p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests). ⁎⁎ p < 0.05 (two-tailed tests). ⁎ p < 0.1 (two-tailed tests) Dependent variable:
stigma. NB: reference category for this analysis is male child, a parent who had been released on bail and
stealing. N= 680. Results of some of the interactions were not reported as they were omitted due to
multicollinearity.
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Model 1 showed that, compared with males, female children were more stigmatised
(β=.052, p<.001). Further, having a parent who had been released on bail after being
arrested for committing an offense increased the level of stigma expressed towards
their children compared to having a parent who had not been arrested for committing
an offense (β= -.096, p< .001) and a parent who had been incarcerated for committing
an offense (β= -.090, p<.001). This result does not uphold hypothesis 2a as children
whose parents had not been arrested for committing offense were less stigmatised
compared to children whose parents had been incarcerated. However, it upholds
hypothesis 2b as children whose parents had been incarcerated for committing
offense were less stigmatised compared to children whose parents had been released
on bail. In terms of offense committed by parent, this finding suggests that compared
with a child whose parent committed stealing, a child whose parent committed
robbery was more likely to be stigmatised (β=.085, p<.001) (see Figure 6.3 and 6.4
for plot).
Adding interaction to the model increased the coefficients for a parent who had not
been arrested for committing an offense (β=-.139, p<.001) and a parent who had been
incarcerated for committing an offense (β=-.287, p<.001). Gender of the child in the
scenario (β=-.013, p>.1) and the offense committed by the parent (β=-.032, p>.1)
were rendered insignificant in Model 2. Though statistically insignificant, children
whose parents were not arrested for committing robbery were more stigmatised
(β=.017, p>.1) than children whose parents were released on bail after being arrested
for committing same offense and children whose parents were not arrest for stealing.
The interactions between these variables indicate that, children whose parents were
incarcerated for committing robbery were more stigmatised compared to children
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whose parents had been released on bail after being arrested for committing same
offense (β=.296, p<.001) and children whose parents had been incarcerated for
committing stealing. In terms of violent offense (robbery), hypotheses 3a and 3b were
not supported as children whose parents had been incarcerated for committing violent
offense were stigmatised most, compared to those whose parents had not been
arrested for committing same offense and those whose parents had been released on
bail after being arrested for committing same offense.
Female children whose parents had been incarcerated for committing offense were
more stigmatised than male children whose parents were in the same situation
(β=.142, p<.05) and female children whose parents had been released on bail. Though
not significant, female children whose parents had not been arrested were less
stigmatised compared to male children whose parents had not been arrested and
female children whose parents had been released on bail (β=-.001, p>.1). Inconsistent
with hypothesis 4a, female children whose parents had not been arrested for
committing robbery were more stigmatised compared to male children whose parents
had not been arrested for committing robbery (β= .170, p<.1). Consistent with
hypothesis 4b, female children whose parents committed robbery and had been
incarcerated were less likely to be stigmatised compared to male children with parents
in same situation, nevertheless it was statistically not significant (β=-.085, p=>.1).
Other interactions were found to be statistically insignificant (see Figure 6.5 and 6.6
for interaction plot).
Controlling for demographic variables in Model 3 increased the R2. Model 3 showed
that it is less likely for older children to stigmatise others compared to younger
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children (β=-.125, p<.001). In terms of grade, children in Primary Schools were more
likely to stigmatise others compared to children in Junior High Schools (β=.040,
p<.1). It further indicated that children with no knowledge of incarceration were less
likely to stigmatise others, compared to children with knowledge on incarceration
(β=-.065, p=.001). Children from nuclear families were less likely to stigmatise
others, compared to children form extended families (β=.078, p<.001). Main effects
for not arrested and incarcerated remained significant. Children whose parents were
incarcerated for committing robbery and female children whose parents had not been
arrested for committing robbery remained statistically significant. The remaining
variables and interactions were found to be statistically not significant.
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Figure 6. 3: Main effect of incarceration status, offense committed (robbery),
and gender of child on attitude of others

Figure 6. 4: Main effect of incarceration status, offense committed, on the
attitude of others if the child is a boy

Figure 6. 5: Effect of incarceration status and gender of the child on
attitude of others, if the offense committed is robbery
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Figure 6. 6: Effect of incarceration status and gender of the child on the attitude
of others, if the offense committed is stealing

6.5 Discussion
The chapter examined the effect of parental incarceration on the attitude of others
(peers) toward the children of the incarcerated parents. Stigma associated with
incarceration does not only affect the culprits/offenders; it also affects their family
members, particularly their children. Children’s experience of stigma as a result of
their parents’ incarceration has been investigated by a number of scholars (Dallaire,
Ciccone & Wilson, 2010; Manby, Jones, Foca, Bieganski & Starke, 2015) who have
found that the incarceration of parents leads to a spill-over effect of stigma on their
children. However, the attitude of other children (peers) towards children of
incarcerated parents in a school environment, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, has not been investigated. This current study therefore hinges on the
attitude of other children (peers) towards children of incarcerated parents in a school
environment.
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The study demonstrated that, children of HIV/AIDS positive parents were the most
stigmatised, compared to a parent who had been incarcerated. Contrary to hypothesis
1a, children whose parents suffered from mental illness were found to be the least
stigmatised. This finding confirms UNAIDS assertion that the fear that surrounded the
HIV epidemic in the 1980s persists today, influencing the way others relate with
people suffering from HIV/AIDS and their children (Sidibé, 2009). The outcome of
the results could also be explained by the myths and misinformation associated with
HIV/AIDS, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa where HIV/AIDS is mainly associated
with two morally abhorrent activities: infidelity and prostitution (Dodds et al., 2004).
In terms of stealing and robbery, the effect associated with the intensity of parents’
offense on the attitude of other children (peers) towards their children persisted. This
finding confirms the fear associated with HIV/AIDS and the perception associated
with incarceration.
Further, the attitude of peers towards children differed according to the parents’
incarceration status, offense committed, and the gender of the child. That is, a child
whose parent had been released on bail was the most stigmatised, followed by a child
whose parent had been incarcerated, then a child whose parent had not been arrested.
This shows that the stigma associated with a parent being incarcerated still existed
even after the parent had been released on bail. The reason for this may be due to the
notion that incarceration isolates culprits from the community and prevents them from
committing further crimes. There is therefore the possibility that the parent who has
been released on bail might commit an offense again or be a bad influence on their
children, leading to their children being more stigmatised. The child whose parent had
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not been incarcerated, might have received the least stigma because there is no ‘mark’
or attribute of incarceration on them for people to stigmatise them.
These findings are consistent with those of Goffman (1963) on stigma. He defined
stigma as “an attribute that is deeply discrediting" which reduces the bearer "from a
whole and usual person to a tainted, discounted one" (Goffman, 1963, p.3). Because
the parent who has not been incarcerated does not bear the ‘mark’ or attribute of
incarceration, his/her children are not seen as being part of the stigmatised group;
whereas the children whose parents have either been released on bail or incarcerated
have that attribute or ‘mark’ which is deemed discrediting and socially unacceptable,
leading to their being stigmatised. The findings further confirm findings of previous
studies on courtesy stigma or stigma by association experienced by children of
incarcerated parents (Manby, Jones, Foca, Bieganski & Starke, 2015; Saunders, 2018).
The study furthermore found that children whose parents committed a “major” offense
(like robbery) were more stigmatised by their peers compared to children whose
parents committed a “minor” offense. Thus, the gravity of offense committed by a
parent determined the attitude of other children towards their child. This finding is
consistent with Immerwahr & Johnson (2002), who argued that the attitude of others
towards offenders was more welcoming towards culprits who commit less harmful or
non-harmful offenses than offenders who commit harmful and dangerous offenses.
A key finding of the study was the interaction between a child’s parent’s incarceration
status and the gravity of offense committed by the parent. Thus, a child whose parent
committed robbery and had been incarcerated or not incarcerated was stigmatised
more than a child whose parent was caught stealing and had not been incarcerated or
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incarcerated. This finding further confirms the findings on the effect gravity of offense
might have on the attitude of others towards children of offenders. The reverse was
however the case for a child whose parent had been released on bail, as a child whose
parent had been released on bail after being arrested for stealing was more stigmatised
than a child whose parent had been released on bail after being arrested for robbery.
This is inconsistent with the literature on gravity of offense and attitude, nevertheless,
this could be explained from the Ghanaian context, where majority of inmates released
on bail after they have been caught stealing, usually get arrested again for committing
similar offense. The rate of recidivism in terms of stealing is very high in Ghana
(Ghana Prison Service, 2016). In addition, since the punishment meted out to people
engaged in robbery is harsher than mere thieves (those stealing), the expectation is that
robbers are mostly deterred from recommitting an offence that will make them face
same punishment again.
Inconsistent with hypothesis 4a, female children whose parents had not been arrested
for committing an offense were the most stigmatised. This finding though not
consistent with the hypothesis, could be as a result of how females take on adults’ role
at early stage combined with their nurturing and caring behaviour (Morash & ChesneyLind 1991). Further, their socialisation mostly instil in them values that are against
behaviours which hurt others or harm them (Mears, Ploeger & Warr, 1998; Mears &
Field, 2002). With these qualities they might try to defend their parents since their
parents have not been arrested and the information on their offence could be hearsay.
This attitude of theirs may lead to they being most stigmatised by their peers.
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This study has contributed to the existing literature by examining the attitude of
children (peers) towards a child whose parent had been incarcerated, not incarcerated,
released on bail based on the gravity of offense committed by the parent and a child
whose parent suffered from HIV/AIDS and mental illness in a school environment in
an LMICs context (Ghana). The study is among the first to examine the attitude of
children towards children of incarcerated parents in a school setting. The findings of
the study provide strong evidence to support the argument that, the incarceration of
parents led to their children been stigmatised. This study however narrows it down to
their peers in a school setting, where we see it as a second home for the children.
Instead of children feeling welcomed and accepted by peers in their second home
(school), the case was however different as the stigma associated with having a parent
incarceration still existed. Nevertheless, in comparing incarceration status of the parent
to the parent either suffering from HIV/AIDS and mental illness, HIV/AIDS came out
as the most stigmatised trait. Females were more stigmatised than their male
counterparts whose parents had committed offense but had not been arrested.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS
7.1 Introduction
The empirical findings of the study have been presented in the preceding two chapters.
This chapter concludes the entire research work. The chapter consists of six sections.
The first section presents the answers to the research questions. The second section
summarises the findings of the study. The third section addresses the study’s
limitations. The fourth section concludes the study. The fifth section presents the
contributions of the study. The sixth section presents policy implications and
recommendations that arise from the findings of the study.

7.2 Answer to the research questions
Employing empirical analyses, this study sort to answer the question: What is the effect
of parental incarceration on their children, considering the living conditions of the
children prior to their parents’ incarceration? The study was further guided by three
specific research objectives: to explore the difficulties children encounter as a result
of their parents’ incarceration; to examine the social support systems available to
children during parental incarceration; and to test the attitude of others (peers) towards
children of incarcerated parents. The study relied on three sociological theories (strain
theory, cumulative risk theory, and stigma theory) and one sociological concept (social
support) in developing its conceptual framework. These theories and concept guided
the search into the effects of parental incarceration on their children. The frequent use
of incarceration as a means of punishing offenders or culprits for offense committed
do not only affect culprits, but extends to their families, friends, neighbours, and
communities. The combination of these theories and concept helped in making a
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constructive conclusion of the effect of parental incarceration on their children. In what
follows, answers to the research questions are presented.
Chapter 5 of the study provides answers to the question: what are the difficulties
children encounter as a result of their parents’ incarceration and what social support
systems are available to children during their parents’ incarceration? This was done
through the analysis and discussion of qualitative data gathered from children of
incarcerated parents and their caregivers.
Analysis in chapter 5 of the study suggests that, the effect of parental incarceration on
the lives of their children was dependent on the living conditions and relationship that
existed between the parents and their children prior to the incarceration. Further, it
was demonstrated that, children experienced challenges as a result of their witnessing
of their parents’ arrest and information disclosure on their parents’ arrest which was
not done in a well-planned manner. This effect came in the form of children having
sleepless nights, hallucinating, withdrawing from others, and being emotionally
traumatised. Further argument is made in chapter 5 that when some of these children
were exposed to their parents being violently treated by police officers, they suffered
emotionally. Some retain vivid memories of the arrest. The results also suggest that,
there was little or no psychological preparation for children who did not witness their
parents’ arrest, before breaking the news of the arrest to them.
Based on children’ living conditions before their parents’ incarceration, those who
had good relationship with their parents prior to their incarceration were negatively
affected by the incarceration, while children who had no or bad relationship with their
parents were mostly indifferent about their parents’ incarceration. Contact
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maintenance, which is the means through which children can maintain relationship
with their parents after they have been arrested and incarcerated was faced with
various obstacles which made it difficult for them to contact their parents.
In addition, the study shows that informal social support from families, friends,
neighbours, and affiliated religious organisations was the only support available to
these children during the incarceration of their parents. This came in the form of
advice, care, prayers, and little financial support. Access and utilisation of these
supports differed depending on the living conditions of children prior to their parents’
incarceration.
Chapter 6 provides answer to the question; does the incarceration of parents affect the
attitude of others (peers) towards their children? The answer to this question was
derived from the analysis and discussion of experimental survey data gathered from
school going children. Findings from the study indicate that, the attitude of peers
towards these children was dependent on the parents’ incarceration status. A parent
who had been released on bail after arrest was stigmatised most, followed by a parent
who had been incarcerated, then a parent who had not been arrested. Comparing
HIV/AIDS, mental illness, and parents’ incarceration status, a child whose parent
suffered from HIV/AIDS was most stigmatised. In terms of gender and incarceration,
female children whose parents had not been arrested after committing an offense were
more stigmatised compared to their male counterparts.

7.3 Summary of findings
The main objective of this study was to examine the effects parental incarceration on
their children, considering the living conditions of the children prior to their parents’
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incarceration in Ghana. For better understanding on how incarceration of parents may
affect their children’s lives, three sociological theories and one concept were
employed: the strain theory, which explained the incarceration of a parent as a strain
on the lives of their children, which may lead to various difficulties in the lives of these
children. There is however the possibility that, these difficulties might have existed
even before the incarceration of the parents. This led to the adoption of the cumulative
risk theory which enabled us to look at the effect on the children’s lives as a set of
events that might have occurred and not only through incarceration. Despite the
various negative effects incarceration of parents might have on their children, some
children are able to navigate and rise above the crises through the help of others (social
support).
Based on this, the study further explores the various social support systems available
to these children. Stigma associated with the incarceration of parents was explored as
a major effect children may experience as a result of their parents’ incarceration. To
examine the spill over effect of stigma on children as result of their parents’
incarceration, four hypotheses were tested: H1a: Children of incarcerated parents are
likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents with mental illness. H1b: Children
of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of HIV/AIDS
positive parents. H2a: Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised
than children of parents who committed the same crime but were not arrested. H2b:
Children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were released on bail. H3a: children of
incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of parents who
committed the same crime but were not arrested, if they committed a violent crime.
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H3b: children of incarcerated parents are likely to be less stigmatised than children of
parents who committed the same crime but were released on bail, if they committed a
violent offense. H4a: A child of an incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised
than a child of parent who committed the same crime but was not arrested, if the child
is a boy. H4b: A child of an incarcerated parent is likely to be less stigmatised than a
child of parent who committed the same crime but was released on bail, if the child is
a boy.
Regarding children’s experience of their parents’ arrests and how information was
disclosed to those who were not around during the arrest, thematic analyses of data
demonstrated that, 6 out of the 17 children interviewed witnessed their parents’ arrest.
Information on parents’ arrest had to be disclosed to those (11 of them) who did not
witness the arrest. Children’s witness of their parents’ arrest led to various effect on
them including sleepless nights, hallucinations, crying even when nothing had
happened to them, and withdrawal from others. More importantly, because
information disclosure was not done in a well-planned manner, due to the inadequacy
or non-availability of professionals, some of the children became emotionally
traumatised while others had difficulty focusing or being attentive in school.
More importantly, the during parents’ incarceration effect was explored considering
the living conditions of children prior to their parents’ incarceration. The study
demonstrated that children who had positive relationship with their parents prior to
their incarceration were negatively affected by the incarceration, while children who
had bad or no relationship with their parents prior to the incarceration were mostly
indifferent about the incarceration.
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Also, the study found that majority of incarcerated parents were resident parents who
contributed meaningfully to the lives of their children through financial, social, and
educational support. Even parents who were non-resident still had ways they
contributed to their children’s lives prior to their incarceration. Majority of them
visited the children frequently and provided some basic needs.
The effect of parental incarceration came in the form of financial constraints as
majority of the incarcerated parents were breadwinners. This led to majority of the
children changing school from expensive ones to less expensive ones and families
relocating from expensive neighbourhoods to less expensive ones. Further, some
children had to engage in child labour in order to support their families. Moreover,
stigma was found to be one of the negative effects associated with incarceration of
parents. Majority of the children experienced courtesy stigma or stigma by association
in the form of teasing, pointing of fingers, gossiping, name calling, people withdrawing
from them (social stigma), and they withdrawing from others (self-stigma). Children
adopted various mechanisms in dealing with stigma and these included withdrawing
from others and fighting those who teased them.
In addition, the study explored contact maintenance between incarcerated parents and
their children. After thematic analysis of transcripts, it was found that, majority of the
children were not able to maintain contact with their incarcerated parents. This was
due to a number of obstacles which came in the form of regulations at the prisons
(restriction on children’s entry to the prisons, and incarcerated parents not being
allowed to use telephones), distance from home to prison, financial difficulty, and
caregivers restrictions.
179

Nevertheless, when children were asked the means they would prefer in maintaining
contact, majority of them preferred prison visit as it would help them have a face to
face interaction with their incarcerated parents. The very few who preferred telephone
calls opted for it because they believed it was less costly. Further, the only support
system that was available to children was the informal support system which came
from family members, friends, neighbours and religious organisations.
The study demonstrated that within a school environment, the attitude of peers towards
these children was based on the incarceration status of their parents, the gravity of
offense committed by the parents, and the gender of the child. However, other
stigmatised traits like HIV/AIDS and mental illness were found to be associated with
stigma which spilled over from the parents to the children. Further, it was found that
the stigma associated with incarceration still existed even after parents were released
on bail. However, because incarceration comes with the parents being isolated from
the community, reducing the possibility of reoccurrence by the same culprits, the
children of the incarcerated parents were less stigmatised compared to those whose
parents had been released. Further, the fear associated with HIV/AIDS made other
children stigmatise those whose parents suffered from HIV/AIDS more than children
whose parents had been released on bail for committing a crime and those whose
parents had been incarcerated and children of parents with mental illness. Again, the
attitude of the children was influenced by the gravity of offense committed by the
parents. Thus, a child whose parent committed a major offense (robbery) was
stigmatised more than a child whose parent committed a minor offense (stealing).
Female children whose parents had committed a crime and had not been arrested were
stigmatised the most.
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7.4 Research limitations
A major limitation of this study was data acquisition. However, this threat was
surmountable, as the researcher’s previous school has built very good relations with
the Ghana Prisons Service. The researcher therefore built on that social capital to
obtain permission from the Ghana Prisons Service in the conduct of the study. Also, a
letter from the Department of Sociology and Social Policy (Lingnan University) and a
certificate from the Ethical Review Committee in Ghana eased access. Since the prison
is a security institution, the researcher was not given the sole responsibility of selecting
the inmates but was rather given a list of all inmates who met the criteria for the study.
This made reaching out to the intended target difficult. However, the researcher
benefited from the benevolence of some of the prison officers that made things quite
easy.
The third challenge had to do with identifying the location of the children of the
incarcerated parents. However, since the researcher is very familiar with the Ashanti
region within which the Kumasi Metropolis lies, she was able to locate most of the
addresses. Possible relocation of families was realised; however, the researcher fell on
neighbours for the current addresses of families. The study was limited in terms of
sample. This was because the researcher had no control over the selection of
incarcerated parents who served as source of information on their children’s
whereabouts. Since participation in the study was strictly voluntary, it mainly led to a
biased sample of incarcerated parents who were breadwinners or caregivers before
their incarceration. Further, inability to reach some children due to relocation, wrong
addresses, and wrong telephone numbers led to the researcher’s inability to reach a
larger sample size.
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With reference to the sample of the qualitative study, there was the issue of bias as
participation in the study was voluntary. There were caregivers who chose not to
participate in the study with the reason been that they have move on with their lives
and would not want anything to do with the incarcerated parent. Others explained that
the children are not aware of the incarceration of the other parent and so they wouldn’t
want them to partake in a study that might give them a clue or inform them of the
parent’ arrest or incarceration. This skewed the sample to children whose parents were
resident and contributed meaningfully to their lives. The sample was also biased
towards children whose fathers had been incarcerated, as males make up about 99 %
of the total prison population. Further, the ages of the children were skewed towards
younger children as most of them were still under the care of other adults (mothers, or
other family members), however majority of the adolescents were on their own and
their parents were not aware of where they lived due to changes in residential
arrangements .
Another limitation of the study is the lack of data from social workers or organisations
who work directly with children. Their narrations could have helped in giving a better
understanding of how the formal social support system operates in Ghana (that is, who
qualifies to access it, procedures to go through to access it and other helpful
information for both researchers and policy makers). They were however not
interviewed because the focus of the study was mainly on children whose views are
mostly limited in research on parental incarceration. Besides, social workers were not
interviewed because they are not close to the children and may not understand the
plights of the children properly. For closeness to the children, we interviewed their
caregivers who live with them in the same house.
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Importantly, findings of qualitative studies are mostly limited in terms of interpretation
as they are generally context specific and difficult to generalise. The sample was not
randomised and could not be said to be a true representation of all children of
incarcerated parents in Ghana or the region within which the study was conducted. In
addition, only 3 out of the 17 children interviewed had their mothers incarcerated,
making majority of the reports gathered linked to the experience of children of
incarcerated fathers.
Further, due to the study’s reliance on retrospective data, the quality of data might be
limited due to recall biases. Some participants might have had challenges in
remembering some events or actions about their living conditions and relationships
with incarcerated parents or some matters prior to their incarceration. For this reason,
causal implications cannot be drawn on the prior living conditions irrespective of how
convincing and captivating the results may be.

7.5 Conclusion
The use of incarceration as a means of punishment for offenders or culprits has been
on the rise in recent years (Walmsley, 2018). The effect of parental incarceration
beyond the walls of prisons, particularly on their children, has been researched by
scholars from the developed region of the world. However, studies on the effects of
incarceration particularly on their children is limited in the context of LMICs. This
study therefore partly brings out the effect that incarceration has on the children of the
incarcerated in LMICS, particularly Ghana.
In general, this study provides evidence to support the claim that, incarceration of
parents has a spill over effect on the well-being of their children. Evidence from the
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study demonstrates that, children witnessing their parents’ arrest were negatively
affected by their exposure to either the violent or non-violent treatment of their parents.
The effect came in various forms with some being traumatised, shocked, confused,
and unable to sleep while others hallucinated over the event. Moreover, due to the
unplanned means/procedure through which information on parental arrest was
disclosed to the children who were not present during the arrest, most of them were
affected negatively. Information disclosure by either caregivers, peers, or other
members within the community was not done in a well-planned manner leading to
behavioural and emotional effects.
Further, the study found that one of the major ways children will be able to deal with
the incarceration of their parents is by maintaining contact with their parents in the
form of prison visit, telephone calls and letter writing. It was however found that
incarcerated parents and their children found it difficult maintaining contact due to a
number of obstacles including regulations at the prisons, financial constraints, distance
to prisons, and caregivers’ restrictions. Nevertheless, majority of the children noted
they would love to maintain contact with their parents through regular visits to the
prisons if the laws of the land permitted them to visit the prisons. Few of the children
rather preferred to maintain contact through telephone calls.
In addition, this study has demonstrated that the effect of parental incarceration on
their children was dependent on the relationship that existed between the parents and
the children prior to incarceration. The study found that majority of incarcerated
parents had positive relationship with their children prior to their incarceration and this
led to the children being negatively affected by the parents’ absence.
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However, children who had no relationship with their parents prior to incarceration
were indifferent about the incarceration. Also, this study has shown that incarceration
of parents creates various forms of disparity in the lives of their children as it comes
with financial constraints and stigma leading to other negative effects. However, some
children were able to navigate and rise above the crises created by their parents’
incarceration through informal social support from other family members, friends,
neighbours and religious organisations they are affiliated with. These informal
supports did not last for long but diminished as time passed. Children and their
caregivers were not aware of any formal social support available to them and their
families during the incarceration.
The findings of the study provide strong evidence to support the argument that, the
incarceration of parents led to their children being stigmatised. This study however
narrows it down to their peers in a school setting, a place considered to be a second
home for the children. Instead of children feeling welcomed and accepted by peers in
their second home (school), the case was however different as the stigma associated
with having a parent incarcerated still existed. Nevertheless, in comparing
incarceration status of a parent to a parent suffering from HIV/AIDS or another having
mental illness, HIV/AIDS came out as the most stigmatised trait.

7.6 Research contribution
7.6.1 Contribution to policy
Policymakers and social workers in LMICs lack vital data which may guide the
formulation of policies and programmes to promote the well-being of children of
incarcerated parents.
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This study provides vital data to policymakers, social workers, and institutions which
work directly with children in LMICs (such as Ghana). This may guide the formulation
of programmes to promote the well-being of children of incarcerated parents. The
findings of this study may also serve as a benchmark on which new policy directions
regarding how to care for children with incarcerated parents will be based on. The
findings can also help authorities provide programmes that are more effective and put
in place systems that will be of great importance to children, families, and the
incarcerated parents themselves.
In addition, the study draws attention on the establishment of a social support system
to take care of data concerning these children, their well-being and reunification with
their parents after they are released. On a whole, this study is also of importance to the
country and other developing countries since the family is the foundation of the nation
and the young are the hope for the future; attending to matters affecting them is
imperative for building a resilient and promising nation.

7.6.2 Contribution to knowledge
This study contributes to knowledge on the effect of parental incarceration on their
children by generating new themes and topics based on which scholars can view the
effect of incarceration. For instance, the various empirical chapters in this study have
offered ideas which are important to this area of study. This study has contributed to
the development of specific topics like: children’s experience of parents’ arrest and
information disclosure to children who were not present during the arrest; parent-child
contact during parents’ incarceration; incarceration of parents and its effect on their
children; and the attitude of peers (other children) towards children of incarcerated
parents.
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Further, the study has demonstrated that the effect of parental incarceration on their
children is dependent on the relationship that existed between the parents and their
children prior to the incarceration. In addition, the study shows that the attitude of
peers (other children) towards children of incarcerated parents was dependent on the
incarceration status of the parent and the offense committed by the parent. This
explains that, the spill over effect of stigma associated with parental incarceration
existed and needs to be addressed.

7.6.3 Contribution to theory and methodology
This study has contributed to theory in this area of research by providing a framework
of studying the effect parental incarceration has on their children. This framework
entails looking at both the before and during incarceration effect. Using this
framework will help in making constructive conclusion on the effect of parental
incarceration.
In addition, majority of the studies reviewed in chapter two relied on the use of
caregivers and incarcerated parents. However, since children are the focus of the study
it would be appropriate to have their views. This study contributes to the literature by
having children as participants; they are the ones directly affected by parental
incarceration.
Methodologically, this study employs the use of experimental survey design in
examining the attitude of peers towards children of incarcerated parents in a school
environment, unlike several other studies that use either qualitative or quantitative
research design.
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7.7 Policy implication
Based on the findings of the study, there is the need for written policies and training
procedures regarding what to do if children are present during the arrest of parents. It
is important to stress the need to avoid violent arrests especially in the presence of
children. There is the need for guidance on when and how to disclose information on
parents’ arrest to their children. In addition, there is the need for children to be well
prepared or be given prior information on their separation from their parents to enable
them to cope well with their parents’ arrest. Further, there is the need for social workers
to be at the arrest scene to help children during the arrest of their parents.
Results from this study may have significant policy recommendations. The study
demonstrated that all children wished to maintain contact with their incarcerated
parents either through frequent visits or telephone calls. This was found not to be
possible due to various obstacles. It is therefore recommended that policies regarding
visits to the prison system be amended to enable children have the chance to visit their
parents. Further, there is the need for child-friendly prison visit arrangements in order
to prevent children from being traumatised by the prison environment.
In addition, phone booths can be mounted in the various prisons with monitoring
systems to enable incarcerated parents to have the chance of ringing their children (for
free) and the children ringing them back. This could be operated on the basis of limited
time allotments to the prison inmates. For example, for every week, each inmate could
have a talk time of 30 minutes or 1 hour.
Since most children preferred prison visits to telephone calls, the study recommends
that caregivers be advised on the importance of children maintaining contact with their
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incarcerated parents in order for them to facilitate the contact arrangements. This
study, like previous studies, identified caregivers as gatekeepers who may prevent
children from maintaining contact with their incarcerated parents despite the
importance of contact maintenance for both the incarcerated parents and the children.
Due to the issue of financial constraint, which is an obstacle to children’s contact
maintenance, there would be a need for inmates to be given the opportunity to work
so that they may be able to contribute to their family’s incomes whiles in prison. The
prison inmates can be engaged in farming, construction and several artisanry activities
that can help them make some money and also acquire some skills whiles in the prison.
Considering the probable negative effect of parents’ incarceration on their children,
there is the need for institutions which are directly involved in the criminal justice
system to limit the use of incarceration as means of punishing parents for offenses
which are non-criminal. The criminal justice system can resort to some form of
community work or punishments that will keep the culprits in their homes to make
families intact.
The criminal justice system can also see to the creation of training centres or
educational units in the prisons to help parents learn some form of trade or occupation
to prevent them from recidivism after their release from prison. This will help reduce
the challenging financial situation their children go through during their incarceration.
With regards to stigma, there is the need for the provision of education and
sensitisation of friends, neighbours, family members, teachers, and all individuals who
matter that children whose parents commit offense and are incarcerated are not also
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criminals, and there is no need for them to be stigmatised. There is also the need for
people to be made aware of the effect of stigmatisation and how it may negatively
affect the children. Some of the negative effects include low self-esteem, behavioural
problems, and intergenerational transmission of criminal behaviour.
Governments can capture this group of children into their policies and budgets. Due to
how adverse the effect of parental incarceration can be on their children, there is the
need for the provision of formal support to these children as the informal supports do
not last for long. This support can be financial, emotional, psychological, and
educational.
Based on the findings of the study, there is the need for schools to take on the role of
educating pupils (students) that, a child whose father/mother has been incarcerated is
not the one who has been incarcerated for committing the offense. There is therefore
no need for these children to be stigmatised. Also, school counsellors and teachers
should make it a point to help children of incarcerated parents deal with stigma
associated with their parents’ incarceration. This will enable the children feel
comfortable and welcomed at school, as the school is seen as their second home
especially when their parents are absent (maybe due to incarceration).

7.8 Future research
It is important to note that, data from this study are from the Ashanti region of Ghana
and this makes generalisation of the findings a bit problematic. Collecting data from
different regions in Ghana to explore the effect of parental incarceration on their
children will be needed for a more constructive generalisation.
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With regards to further research, there will be the need for researchers to assess the
long-term effect of parental incarceration on children. Longitudinal studies should be
conducted to follow children for longer periods to gain deeper understanding into the
effect of parental incarceration.
More importantly, due to the recent rise in the number of children engaged in crime
and crime related behaviours, further research should be conducted with children at
the juvenile delinquency section to test the theory that suggests intergenerational
transmission of incarceration. This will help in addressing the recent rise in juvenile
offences.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX I: INFORM CONSENT
Informed consent to incarcerated parents
Dear parent,
Please accept this invitation to participate in this research project conducted by me,
Afua Amankwaa, of the Department of Sociology and Social Policy Lingnan
University. This research is designed to gather information about “The Effect Parental
Incarceration has on their Children”. The purpose of the research is to explore the
challenges and difficulties children encounter when their parents are incarcerated and
the various social support systems available to these children. In addition, this study
seeks to investigate the stigma associated with these children because of their parents’
incarceration. Your child and his/her caregiver will be one of approximately 20
children and 20 caregivers who will be interviewed for this research. Their
participation in this project is voluntary. They will not be paid for their participation.
They may withdraw and discontinue participation at any time without penalty. The
interview discussion could be interesting and thought provoking. However, should
they feel uncomfortable in any way during the interview session, they have the right
to decline to answer any question or end the interview
The interview will last approximately 30-45 minutes. Notes will be written during the
interview. An audio recording of the interview and subsequent dialogue will be made.
If they do not want to be taped, they are free to inform the interviewer about it. The
researcher will not identify them by name in any report using information obtained
from this interview, and that their confidentiality as participants in this study will
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remain secure. Subsequent uses of records and data will be subject to standard data use
policies, which protect the anonymity of individuals and institutions.
If you agree to their participation in the study, please read the declaration below and
sign where indicated. Thank you
Sincerely,
Afua Amankwaa
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Declaration
I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree for my children and their
caregivers to participate in this study.
Signature of Interviewee ……………………

Signature of

Interviewer ………………
Date………………….

Date………………….

194

Informed consent to children of incarcerated parent
Dear participant,
Please accept this invitation to participate in this research project conducted by me,
Afua Amankwaa, of the Department of Sociology and Social Policy Lingnan
University. This research is designed to gather information about “The Effect Parental
Incarceration has on their Children". The purpose of the research is to explore the
challenges and difficulties children encounter as their parents are been incarcerated
and the various social support systems available to these children. In addition, this
study seeks to investigate the stigma associated with these children because of their
parents’ incarceration.
You are one of approximately 20 children who will be interviewed for this research.
Your participation in this project is voluntary. You will not be paid for your
participation. You may withdraw and discontinue participation at any time without
penalty. The interview discussion could be interesting and thought provoking.
However, should you feel uncomfortable in any way during the interview session, you
have the right to decline to answer any question or end the interview
The interview will last approximately 30-45 minutes. Notes will be written during the
interview. An audio recording of the interview and subsequent dialogue will be made.
If you do not want to be taped, you are free to inform the interviewer about it. The
researcher will not identify you by name in any report using information obtained from
this interview, and that your confidentiality as a participant in this study will remain
secure. Subsequent uses of records and data will be subject to standard data use
policies, which protect the anonymity of individuals and institutions.
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If you agree to participate in the study, please read the declaration below and sign
where indicated. Thank you
Sincerely,
Afua Amankwaa
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Declaration
I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.

Signature of Interviewee …………….

Signature of Interviewer ………………

Date………………….

Date………………….
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Informed consent to caregivers
Dear participant,
Please accept this invitation to participate in this research project conducted by me,
Afua Amankwaa, of the Department of Sociology and Social Policy Lingnan
University. This research is designed to gather information about “The Effect Parental
Incarceration has on their Children”. The purpose of the research is to explore the
challenges and difficulties children encounter as their parents are been incarcerated
and the various social support systems available to these children. In addition, this
study seeks to investigate the stigma associated with these children because of their
parents’ incarceration. You and your child will be one of approximately 20 children
and 20 caregivers who will be interviewed for this research. Your participation in this
project is voluntary. You will not be paid for their participation. You may withdraw
and discontinue participation at any time without penalty. The interview discussion
could be interesting and thought provoking. However, should you feel uncomfortable
in any way during the interview session, you have the right to decline to answer any
question or end the interview
The interview will last approximately 30-45 minutes. Notes will be written during the
interview. An audio recording of the interview and subsequent dialogue will be made.
If you do not want to be taped, you are free to inform the interviewer about it. The
researcher will not identify you by name in any report using information obtained from
this interview, and that your confidentiality as a participant in this study will remain
secure. Subsequent uses of records and data will be subject to standard data use
policies, which protect the anonymity of individuals and institutions.
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If you agree to participate in the study, please read the declaration below and sign
where indicated. Thank you
Sincerely,
Afua Amankwaa
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Declaration
I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree for my child and I to participate
in this study.

Signature of Interviewee …………………

Signature of Interviewer ………………

Date………………….

Date………………….
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Parent consent form
We invite you and your child to take part in a research study being conducted by Afua
Amankwaa, a student at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, as part of her PhD thesis.
The study, as well as your rights as a participant, are described below.
Description: This study will examine children’s reaction to a story in which, a child
in their school whose parent has committed an offense (robbery/stealing) and has either
been incarcerated, not arrested, or released on bail after committing an offense.
Children will be presented with scenarios in the form of animations and then answer
questions posed by the researcher about how they would behave or relate to the child
in the scenarios.
Your child’s responses to the questionnaire will be use in standard research procedures
(e.g. analysis of responses, presentation at professional conferences, etc.) Your child’s
identity will not be revealed to anyone but the principal investigator(s) and her
designated research associates.
Confidentiality: A child’s answers will not be associated with his/her name. Rather,
each child will be given an identification number. The child’s responses will be
destroyed after it has been entered into our analytical software.
I agree to the researchers using my child in this research and any publications that
results from the research. __________________________________ Signature
Risks and Benefits: There are no risks to your child’s safety. You may opt to preview
the scenarios and questionnaire. The story raises no sensitive or controversial issue
and does not contain elements typically frightening to children. Nevertheless, copies
of the scenarios and questionnaire have been reviewed by the Ethics Review Board of
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the Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology, and approved for use in
this research.
Freedom to Withdraw or Refuse Participation: I understand that my child has the
right to stop reading the scenarios at any time, or to refuse to answer any of the
questions without prejudice from the investigator.
Questions? Please feel free to ask the investigator any question before signing the
consent form or at any time during or after the study.
Principal Investigator: Afua Amankwaa, Lingnan University. (afuaamankwaa@ln.hk,
amankwaaafua@yahoo.com)
Supervisors: Prof. Chan Hau Nung, Annie and Prof. David Roman, Department of
sociology and Social Policy, Lingnan University.
Informed Consent Statement: I, ______________, give permission for my child,
_______________ to participate in the research project entitled, “Effect of Parental
Incarceration on their Children.” The study has been explained to me and my questions
are answered to my satisfaction. I understand that my child’s right to withdraw from
participation or refuse to participate will be respected and that his/her responses and
identity will be kept confidential. I give this consent voluntarily.
Parent/ guardian signature:
_____________________________________
Signature

______________________
Date
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Investigator signature:
__________________________________
Signature

__________________________
Date
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APPENDIX II: INTERVIEW GUIDE
INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR CHILDREN OF INCARCERATED PARENTS
Section A: Demographics
i)

Age

ii)

Gender

iii)

Religious affiliation

iv)

School level (grade)

v)

Is your school a private or public school?

vi)

Is it your mother or father who is incarcerated?

vii)

What was the occupation of your parent before the incarceration?

viii)

How long has your parent been incarcerated?

ix)

How many times has your parent been arrested?

x)

What crime did you parent commit?

xi)

Who is your current caregiver?

xii)

Place of residence

xiii)

How many siblings do you have?

Section B: Relationship and role of incarcerated parent before incarceration
xiv)

Were you living with both your mum and dad before either of them
was incarcerated?
a. Can you describe to me the extent to which your
incarcerated parent spent time with you?
b. Describe to me some of the fun things you did with
your parent before his/her incarceration.
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c. Was your incarcerated parent working before his/her
incarceration? Describe to me what he/she was doing
d. Were other people apart from your incarcerated parent
working in your household? Describe to me what they
were doing
e. Was your incarcerated parent contributing actively to
family upkeep before his/her incarceration? (probe)
Describe to me some of the things he contributed
financially to before incarceration.
f. Were you going on outings with your incarcerated
parent? Describe to me some of the places you went to
and some of the things you did during the outing
g. Do you have morning devotions/ prayers at home?
(Probe) Describe to me the things incarcerated parent
did if he/she participated in the devotions.
i)

Were you going for religious activities together? Describe to me what
those activities were and what you mostly did at those meetings or events.
h. Describe to me the reactions of incarcerated parent
when you do bad things and when you do good things
i. Was incarcerated parent concern about your education?
(probe) Describe to me some of the things he/she did to
support your education.
xv)

Do you miss your incarcerated parent? Can you describe to me some
memories you have of your incarcerated parent?
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Section C: During incarceration
Parent Arrest
xvi)

Do you remember the day your mother/ father left home?

1. If you were at home, can you describe to me what exactly happened?
2. If you were not at home, what happened when you came back and realised
your mother/father wasn’t home?
3. Who told you about your mother/ father’s absence? Describe to me how
he/she informed you about your mother /father’s absence.
i)

Where did he/she say your mother/ father had gone to and why?

ii)

Did you understand or it took time for you to understand? (probe)

Contact maintenance
xvii)

Do you have contact with incarcerated parent? Which means do you
use in maintaining contact? (probe)

If you do not maintain contact with incarcerated parent, what is the reason for
not contacting incarcerated parent? (Probe)
a. Do you maintain contact with incarcerated parent on your own or you are
encouraged to do so by others? (probe)
b. If you do that on your own, are there any motivations to this?
c. Do you find that you need some encouragement before contacting
incarcerated parent? (probe)
d.

Which means of contact maintenance do you think is the best?
a.

Why do you think this means is the best?
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e. What are the advantages and disadvantages of contact maintenance with
the incarcerated parent?
f. Are there any obstacles to the maintenance of contact with the
incarcerated parent?
a. Describe to me how contact maintenance with incarcerated parent
might affect your family financially.
b. Timing
c. Distance
d. Regulation at prison
e. Prison environment/ officer’s behaviour
Effect of incarceration on child’ life (During incarceration)
xviii) How has the incarceration of your parent affected your life?
Since your mother/ father left, describe to me how things have changed;
i)

Describe to me how things have change in your life in terms of getting
money to pay for fees, clothing, feeding, accommodation, hospital
bills and paying for other utilities.

ii)

Describe to me how often you have been feeling sick and what have
been the causes

iii)

Describe to me how your mood has change in terms of been happy,
sad, worrying, playing with other kids, talking with others, going for
outing? What might be the cause of this change

iv)

Describe to me how your likeness (attendance) for school and
performance at school has changed? what might be the cause of this
change
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v)

Describe to me changes in your attendance and participation in
religious activity? Why these changes might have occurred.

vi)

Has there been any changes in your relationship with others after your
parent’s incarceration?
a. Current Caregiver
b. Siblings
c. Other family members
d. Friends
e. Other Adults (teachers, church members, community members,
others)

Aside these do you have any things you would like to talk to me concerning
changes you have experienced as a result of your parents’ incarceration.
Social support
xix)

Are there any individuals or organisations that have been supportive?

xx)

Please can you list the various individuals and organisations you think
have been supportive to you after parent’s incarcerations?

xxi)

Please can you describe to me the kind of support that they gave you?

Social relations (stigma)
xxii)

Are other individuals apart from nuclear family members aware of
your parent’s absence (incarceration)?

xxiii) Please describe to me how your relationship with others has changed
as a result of their knowledge about your parent’s incarceration
xxiv) Please describe to me how the attitude of others have change towards
you because of your parent’s incarceration
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a. Do other people laugh at you and call you names because of your parent’s
incarceration?
b. If yes, describe to me how they do it and some of the things they say.
c. How do you feel or react when they do that?
d. Do others withdraw or avoid you due to your parent’s incarceration? If yes
what are some of the things, they do
e. How do you feel or react when they do that?
xxv)

What are the coping mechanisms adopted by you in dealing with
stigma associated with parental incarceration?

i)

Do you tell other individuals about your parent’s incarceration?
i. If yes, why do you tell them
ii. What are their reactions when you tell them?
iii. If no, why don’t you tell others about your
parent’s incarceration?
iv. What do you tell them when they ask of your
parent?

ii)

Do you avoid other or withdraw from others because of
your parent’s incarceration?
i. If yes, why do you withdraw or avoid others?
ii. If no, why don’t you?

iii)

Do you sometimes try explaining to others why your
parents have been incarcerated?

If yes, why do you do that?
If no, why don’t you?
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xxvi) How have you been dealing with the incarceration of your parent?

xxvii) Do you think the government is doing anything for children with
incarcerated parent?
i)

If No, what do you think they should be doing to support children of
incarcerated parent?

ii)

If yes, what have they being doing?

iii)

Do you see any need for them to do more?

xxviii) If the government needs, you to advise them on your parent’s
situation what will be the advice
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INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR CAREGIVERS
Section A: Demographics
i)

Gender of caregiver

ii)

Age of caregiver

iii)

Occupation

iv)

Educational level

v)

Religious affiliation

vi)

Ethnicity

vii)

Relationship with child

viii)

Relationship with incarcerated parent

ix)

How long he/she has served as caregiver of the child

x)

What led to the arrest of incarcerated parent?

Section B: Prior to incarceration
xi)

How was your relationship with incarcerated parent before
incarceration?

11. Were you staying together with the incarcerated parent?
12. Did you have good relationship with him/her?
xii)

Can you describe to me the relationship between incarcerated parent
and child before incarceration?

xiii)

iv)

Staying together

v)

Spending time together

vi)

Eating together

vii)

Gong out

viii)

Providing needs

How was the incarcerated parent contributing to the child’s life?

Financially
Socially
Spiritually
Emotionally
Physically
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xiv)

Can you describe to me some memories you have of the child and
incarcerated parent?

Section C: During incarceration
Parent arrest
xv)

Did the child witness the arrest of his/her parent?

1. If he/she did, how was his/ her reaction?
2. How did you help/solve the problems, which he/she exhibited as a result of
the parents arrest?
3. Who broke the news of the child’s parent arrest to him or her?
4. If he/she did not witness the arrest, how was the news broken to him/her?
5. What was the process adopted by the one who broke the news to the child in
breaking the news?
Effect of incarceration on child’s life
xvi)

How has the incarceration affected the child’s life?

3. Physically
4. Emotionally
5. Health
6. Financially
7. Education
8. Spiritually
9. Socially
xvii)

Can you describe to me how the child’s life has changed after the
incarceration of his or her parent in terms of?

3. Behavioural (internalizing, externalizing)
4. School (likeness for school, truancy, drop out, retention, and overall
performance)
5. Relationship with
a. Friends
b. Siblings
c. Adults in family
d. Other Adults
e. Appearance in public
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6. Financially
7. Aside these do you have any things you would like to talk to me about the
changes in the child’s life.
Contact maintenance
xviii) Does the child maintain relationship/contact with incarcerated parent?
g. Does the child do this of his/her own or you encourage her to do?
h. If it is on his/her own, can you think of any motivation that makes
him/her maintain contact?
i. If you encourage may I know why you encourage the child to maintain
contact with the incarcerated parent?
j. What are the means the child uses in maintaining contact with the
incarcerated parent?
k. Which means of contact maintenance do you think is the best and why do
you think it is the best?
l. What are the benefits and cost of contact maintenance with the
incarcerated parent to the child?
m. Are there any obstacles to the maintenance of contact with the
incarcerated parent?
a. Finance
b. Timing
c. Distance
d. Regulation at prison
e. Prison environment/ officer’s behaviour
n. If the child does not maintain contact with the incarcerated parent, why
does he/she not maintain contact with the incarcerated parent?
Social support
xix)

Please can you list the various individuals and organisations you think
have been supportive to the child after parent’s incarcerations?

xx)

Please can you describe to me what each of these individuals did that
made you feel that they have socially support the child
a. Informational (advise)
b. Instrumental (tangible)
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c. Emotional (love, care)
Social relations (stigma)
xxi)

Please describe to me how the child’s relationship with others has
changed as a result of parental incarceration.

xxii)

Please describe to me how the attitude of others has change towards
the child because of incarceration

f. Stereotype
g. Prejudice
h. Discrimination
xxiii) What are the coping mechanisms adopted by the child in dealing with
parental incarceration?
ii)

Secrecy/ Lie

iii)

Withdrawal

iv)

Education of others

xxiv) Do you think the social and welfare system in Ghana is fair and
effective enough?
xxv)

If the government needs, you to advise them on your parent’s
situation what will the advice be?
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Appendix III: Themes and codes for qualitative study
Themes

Codes

Before parental incarceration

Residency of incarcerated parent
Financial contribution
Social relationship
Religious influence
Educational support
Burden on family

Arrest experience

Time and venue
Treatment of parent during arrest
Presence of children
Information disclosure

Contact maintenance

Means of contact maintenance
1.

Telephone call

2.

Prison visit

Obstacles to contact maintenance
1.

Prison regulations

2.

Distance from prison to home

3.

Financial difficulties

4.

Caregivers

Preferred means of contact
During incarceration effect

Financial constraint
Change in family composition
Separation of siblings
Change in school and residence
Child labour
School attendance
Health and behavioural problems
Stigma
5.
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Social stigma
1.

Calling of names

2.

Pointing of fingers

3.

Withdrawal

4.
6.

Gossiping

Self-stigma

Withdrawal

Social support

Informal social support
7.

Financial contribution

8.

Care

9.

Advice

10.

prayers
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1.

Friends

2.

Family

3.

Neighbours

4.

Religious organisation

Appendix IV: Questionnaire for vignette experiment

Please respond to these questions based on the story you read.
No.

Statement

1

The parent was caught robbing houses

Yes

No

2

The parent had been imprisoned

Yes

No

3

The child in the story is a boy

Yes

No

4

The parent was caught stealing

Yes

No

5

The parent had not been imprisoned yet

Yes

No

6

The child in the story is a girl

Yes

No

7

The parent had been released on bail

Yes

No

8

The parent is suffering from HIV/AIDS

Yes

No

9

The parent is suffering from mental illness

Yes

No
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Please circle the responses that most precisely refer to your reaction to each
statement. Please answer each statement based on your first reaction. Some
statements may sound similar.
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

(A)

(N)

(D)

1

2

3

No

Statements

A

N

D

1

I would not mind if Ronald sits next to me.

1

2

3

2

I would not introduce Ronald to my friends.

1

2

3

3

I would not know what to say to Ronald.

1

2

3

4

I feel sorry for Ronald.

1

2

3

5

I would stand up for Ronald when being teased.

1

2

3

6

I would invite Ronald to my birthday party.

1

2

3

7

I would be afraid of Ronald.

1

2

3

8

I would play with Ronald.

1

2

3

9

Ronald will not like to make friends.

1

2

3

10

I would not mind if Ronald lives next-door to me.

1

2

3

11

Ronald will feel sorry for himself.

1

2

3

12

I would be happy to have Ronald for a special friend.

1

2

3

13

I would try to stay away from Ronald.

1

2

3

14

Ronald would be as happy as I am.

1

2

3

15

I would not like Ronald as friend as much as my other friends.

1

2

3

16

Ronald would know how to behave properly.

1

2

3

17

In class, I would not sit next to Ronald.

1

2

3

18

I would be pleased if Ronald invited me to his house.

1

2

3

19

I would feel good doing a school project with Ronald.

1

2

3

20

Ronald would not have much fun.

1

2

3

21

I would invite Ronald to sleep over at my house.

1

2

3

22

Being near Ronald scares me.

1

2

3

23

I would be embarrassed if Ronald invites me to his birthday party.

1

2

3

24

I would not mind telling Ronald my secret.

1

2

3

Ronald would often be sad.

1

2

3

26

I would enjoy being with Ronald.

1

2

3

27

I would not go to Ronald’s house to play.

1

2

3

28

Ronald can easily make new friends.

1

2

3

29

I would feel upset seeing Ronald.

1

2

3

30

I would miss going out to play to keep Ronald company.

1

2

3

25
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Using the scale below as a guide, circle the number beside each statement to
indicate how true it is.
NOT TRUE

TURE

NT

T

1

2

No.

Statements

NT

T

1

2

1

I never cover up my mistakes.

1

2

2

There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.

1

2

3

I always obey rules, even if I‘m unlikely to be caught.

1

2

4

I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.

1

2

5

I avoid listening to other people’s conversation.

1

2

6

I have ever received excess change from a salesperson without telling

1

2

him or her.
7

I sometimes steal.

1

2

8

I have never dropped litter on the street.

1

2

9

I never read sexy books or magazines.

1

2

10

I have done things that I don‘t tell other people about.

1

2

11

I have pretended to be sick to avoid school.

1

2

12

I don‘t gossip about other people‘s business.

1

2
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Demographics
1. Year of birth: _____________________
2.

Grade: ______________

3. Gender:
Male
Female
4. Ethnicity________________________________
5. Religion:
Christianity
Islam
Traditionalist
Others________________________________
6. Place of residence
School
Outside school
7. Do you know of any child whose parent has ever been incarcerated
(imprisoned)?
Yes
No
8. Type of family
Single parent family
Intact/ both parent family
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Information on parent(s)
Question
9.

Mother

Father

Christianity

Christianity

Islam

Islam

Traditionalist

Traditionalist

Others _________________

Others __________________

Year of birth / age

10. Highest educational
attainment
11. Religious affiliation

12. Parent’s job

Information on household
Questions

Responses

13. Type of family

Nuclear
Extended

14. Place of residence

Urban
Rural

15. Presence of other non-family

Yes

members

No

16. Type of dwelling

Owning
Renting
Rent-free
Perching
Squatting
Others ______________________________

17. Lack of some essentials in

Electricity

dwelling , tick the essential (s)

Water
Toilet
Telephony
Others___________________________________
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Thank you very much for participating!!!
Please respond to these questions based on the story you read.
No.

Statement

1

The parent was caught robbing houses

Yes

No

2

The parent had been imprisoned

Yes

No

3

The child in the story is a boy

Yes

No

4

The parent was caught stealing

Yes

No

5

The parent had not been imprisoned yet

Yes

No

6

The child in the story is a girl

Yes

No

7

The parent had been released on bail

Yes

No

8

The parent is suffering from HIV/AIDS

Yes

No

9

The parent is suffering from mental illness

Yes

No
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Please circle the responses that most precisely refer to your reaction to each
statement. Please answer each statement based on your first reaction. Some
statements may sound similar.
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

(A)

(N)

(D)

1

2

3

No

Statements

A

N

D

1

I would not mind if Rayna sits next to me.

1

2

3

2

I would not introduce Rayna to my friends.

1

2

3

3

I would not know what to say to Rayna.

1

2

3

4

I feel sorry for Rayna.

1

2

3

5

I would stand up for Rayna when being teased.

1

2

3

6

I would invite Rayna to my birthday party.

1

2

3

7

I would be afraid of Rayna.

1

2

3

8

I would play with Rayna.

1

2

3

9

Rayna will not like to make friends.

1

2

3

10

I would not mind if Rayna lives next-door to me.

1

2

3

11

Rayna will feel sorry for herself.

1

2

3

12

I would be happy to have Rayna for a special friend.

1

2

3

13

I would try to stay away from Rayna.

1

2

3

14

Rayna would be as happy as I am.

1

2

3

15

I would not like Rayna as friend as much as my other friends.

1

2

3

16

Rayna would know how to behave properly.

1

2

3

17

In class, I would not sit next to Rayna.

1

2

3

18

I would be pleased if Rayna invited me to her house.

1

2

3

19

I would feel good doing a school project with Rayna.

1

2

3

20

Rayna would not have much fun.

1

2

3

21

I would invite Rayna to sleep over at my house.

1

2

3

22

Being near Rayna scares me.

1

2

3

23

I would be embarrassed if Rayna invites me to her birthday party.

1

2

3

24

I would not mind telling Rayna my secret.

1

2

3

Rayna would often be sad.

1

2

3

26

I would enjoy being with Rayna.

1

2

3

27

I would not go to Rayna’s house to play.

1

2

3

28

Rayna can easily make new friends.

1

2

3

29

I would feel upset seeing Rayna.

1

2

3

30

I would miss going out to play to keep Rayna company.

1

2

3

25
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Using the scale below as a guide, circle the number beside each statement to
indicate how true it is.
NOT TRUE

TURE

NT

T

1

2

No.

Statements

NT

T

1

2

1

I never cover up my mistakes.

1

2

2

There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.

1

2

3

I always obey rules, even if I‘m unlikely to be caught.

1

2

4

I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.

1

2

5

I avoid listening to other people’s conversation.

1

2

6

I have ever received excess change from a salesperson without telling

1

2

him or her.
7

I sometimes steal.

1

2

8

I have never dropped litter on the street.

1

2

9

I never read sexy books or magazines.

1

2

10

I have done things that I don‘t tell other people about.

1

2

11

I have pretended to be sick to avoid school.

1

2

12

I don‘t gossip about other people‘s business.

1

2
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Demographics
1. Year of birth: _____________________
2.

Grade: ______________

3. Gender:
Male
Female
4. Ethnicity________________________________
5. Religion:
Christianity
Islam
Traditionalist
Others________________________________
6. Place of residence
SOS Village
Outside Village
7. Do you know of any child whose parent has ever been incarcerated
(imprisoned)?
Yes
No
8. Type of family
Single parent family
Intact/ both parent family
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Information on parents
Question
9.

Mother

Father

Christianity

Christianity

Islam

Islam

Traditionalist

Traditionalist

Others _________________

Others __________________

Year of birth / age

10. Highest educational
attainment
11. Religious affiliation

12. Parent’s job

Questions

Information on household.
Responses

13. Type of family

Nuclear
Extended

14. Place of residence

Urban
Rural

15. Presence of other non-family

Yes

members

No

16. Type of dwelling

Owning
Renting
Rent-free
Perching
Squatting
Others ______________________________

17. Lack of some essentials in

Electricity

dwelling, tick the essential(s)

Water
Toilet
Telephony
Others___________________________________

Thank you very much for participating!!!
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APPENDIX V: Scenarios
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228

229

230

APPENDIX VI: Coding sheet

Manipulation check
Variable

Operationalisation

Manipulation
check

Manipulation was
given to children
after reading the
scenario to access
their understanding
of the scenario

Questions/ items

Data
source

codes
1= Yes
2 = No

•

The parent was
caught robbing
houses

•

The parent had
been imprisoned

•

The child in the
story is a boy

•

The parent was
caught stealing

•

The parent had
not been
imprisoned yet

•

The child in the
story is a girl

•

The parent had
been released on
bail

•

The parent is
suffering from
HIV/ AIDS

•

The parent is
suffering from
mental illness
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Dependent variable: Attitude towards child of incarcerated parent (scale for measuring stigma)
Variable

Operationalisation

Attitude of peers
towards children
in scenario

How children
would want to
relate or behave
towards a child
whose parent has
been incarcerated.

Question/items

Data source

codes

Individual
questionnaire
for experimental
study

•

I will not mind if the
child sits next to me.

•

I would not introduce
the child to my
friends.

•

I would not know
what to say to the
child

•

I feel sorry for the
child.

•

I would stand up for
the child when being
teased.

•

I would invite the
child to my birthday
party.

•

I would be afraid of
the child.

•

I would play with the
child.

•

The child would not
like to make friends.

•

I will not mind if the
child lives next-door
to me.

•

The child will feel
sorry for herself.

•

I would be happy to
have the child for a
special friend.
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1=AGREE
2= NUTRAL
3=DISAGREE

•

I would try to stay
away from the child

•

The child would be
as happy as I am.

•

I would not like the
child as friend as
much as my other
friends

•

The child would
know how to behave
properly

•

In class, I would not
sit next to the child.

•

I would be pleased if
the child invited me
to her house.

•

I would feel good
doing a school
project with the child.

•

The child would not
have much fun

•

I would invite the
child to sleep over at
my house.

•

Being near the child
scares me

•

I would be
embarrassed if the
child invites me to
her birthday party.

•

I would not mind
telling the child my
secret.

•

The child would
often be sad.

•

I would enjoy being
with the child.

•

I would not go to the
child’s house to play.
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•

The child can easily
make new friends.

•

I would feel upset
seeing the child.

•

I would miss going
out to play to keep
the child Company.

Negatively worded statements were reverse coded
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Impression management scale (social desirability scale)
Variable

Operationalisation

Impression
management scale

Measure of
respondent’s social
desirability

Question/items

•

I never cover up my
mistakes.

•

There have been
occasions when I have
taken advantage of
someone.

•

I always obey rules, even
if I‘m unlikely to be
caught.

•

I have said something bad
about a friend behind his
or her back

•

I avoid listening to other
people’s conversation.

•

I have ever received
excess change from a
salesperson without
telling him or her.

•

I sometimes steal

•

I have never dropped
litter on the street.

•

I never read sexy books
or magazines

•

I have done things that I
don‘t tell other people
about.

•

I have pretended to be
sick to avoid school.

I don‘t gossip about other people‘s
business.
Negatively worded statements were reverse coded.
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Data source

codes

Individual
questionnaire

1= Not
true
2= True

Demographics and socioeconomic variable
Variable

Operationalisation

Question/items

Demographics/
socioeconomic
variables

Background of children
between age 8-17 years

Age [continuous/
ratio]

Number of years a
respondent attains at
last birthday

Year of birth?

Grade [nominal]

Level of education in
the formal educational
system of respondent

Grade

Data
source

Codes

1=3
2=4
3=5
4=6
5=7
6=8
7=9

Gender
[dichotomous]

Whether you are male
or female

Gender?

Ethnicity
[nominal]

Ethnic group of child

Ethnicity?

1= male
2= female
1= Akan
2= Ga
3= Ewe
4= Northern
5= Don't know

Religious
affiliation
[nominal]

Religious faith of child

Religion

1= Christianity
2= Islam
3= Traditionalist
4= Others
5= Don’t know

Place of
residence

If child stays at the
village/ school or stays
outside of school.

Place of residence/

1= school/ Village
2= Outside village
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Knowledge on
child with
incarcerated
parent

If children know of a
child whose parent has
been incarcerated

Do you know of
any child whose
parent has been
incarcerated
(imprisoned)?

1= Yes

Type of family

The type of family
child stays in be it
single or intact

Type of family?

1= Single parent family

Number of years
respondent’s mother
attained at last birthday

Year of birth/age of
mother

Year of birth/
age of mother
[continuous
ratio]

2= No

2. intact/both parent family
1= 20-25
2= 26-30
3= 31-35
4= 36-40
5= 41-45
6= 46-50
7= 51-55
8= 56-60
9= Don't know

Year of birth/
age of father
[continuous
ratio]

Number of years
respondent’s father
attained at last birthday

Year of birth/age of
father

1= 20-25
2= 26-30
3= 31-35
4= 36-40
5= 41-45
6= 46-50
7= 51-55
8= 56-60
9= Don't know

Mother’s level of
education

Highest educational
attainment in the
formal educational
system of respondent’s
mother

Highest educational
attainment of
mother

1= None
2= Primary
3= JHS
4= SHS
5= Tertiary
6= Don't know
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Father’s level of
education

Highest educational
attainment in the
formal educational
system of respondent’s
father

Highest educational
attainment of father

1= None
2= Primary
3= JHS
4= SHS
5= Tertiary
6= Don't know

Religious
affiliation of
mother

Religious faith of
respondent’s mother

Religious affiliation
of mother

1= Christianity
2= Islam
3= Traditionalist
4= Others
5= Don’t know

Religious
affiliation of
father

Religious faith of
respondent’s father

Religious affiliation
of mother

1= Christianity
2= Islam
3= Traditionalist
4= Others
5= Don’t know

Occupation of
mother
[nominal]

Kind of economic
activity that mother
does to gain income

Mother’s job

0= Unemployment
1= Professional
2= Administrative
3= Clerical
4= Trader/ Sales
5= Service
6= Farmer
7= Production/ industrial
8= Homemaker
9= Don't know

Occupation of
father [nominal]

Kind of economic
activity that father does
to gain income

Father’s job

0= Unemployment
1= Professional
2= Administrative
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3= Clerical
4= Trader/ Sales
5= Service
6= Farmer
7= Production/ industrial
8= Homemaker
9= Don't know
Type of family
respondent is staying
with be it nuclear or
extended.

Type of family

Locality
[dichotomous]

Status of respondent’s
residence be it urban or
rural

Place of residence

Presence of
other non-family
members
[dichotomous]

If there is individual(s)
who stay with
respondent in the same
house but are not
respondent’s family
member

Presence of other
non-family
members

1= Yes

Residence
[nominal]

Ownership of residence
respondents are staying
in.

Type of dwelling

1= Owning

Type of family

1= Nuclear
2= Extended

1= Urban
2= Rural

2= No

2= Renting
3= Rent-free
4= Perching
5= Squatting
6= Others

Essentials in
dwelling
[dichotomous]

If respondent’s lack
basic essentials
(electricity, water,
toilet, telephony) in
their household

Lack of some
essentials in
dwelling, tick the
essential(s)
Lack of electricity
Lack of water
Lack of toilet
Lack of telephony
Others
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1= Yes
2= No

APPENDIX VII: Results for manipulation check
Manipulation check for experimental scenarios
Statement 1: The parent was caught robbing houses
YES N (%)

NO N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

67 (95.7)

3 (4.3)

Scenario 2

59 (98.3)

1 (1.7)

Scenario 3

58 (100.0)

0 (0.0)

Scenario 4

54 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 5

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 6

47 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 7

0 (0)

53 (100)

Scenario 8

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 9

1 (2)

50 (98)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

0 (0)

70 (100)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (100)
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X2

P Value

886.391a

.000

Statement 2: The parent had been imprisoned
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

scenarios
Scenario 1

2 (2.9)

68 (97.1)

Scenario 2

0 (0)

60 (100)

Scenario 3

58 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 4

54 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 6

3 (6.4)

44 (93.6)

Scenario 7

0 (0)

53 (100)

Scenario 8

1 (1.8)

54 (98.2)

Scenario 9

51 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 10

56 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

0 (0)

70 (100)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (100)
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X2

P Value

876.264a

.000

Statement 3: The child in the story is a boy
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

70 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 2

0 (0)

60 (0)

Scenario 3

58 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 4

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 5

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 6

0 (0)

47 (100)

Scenario 7

53 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 8

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 9

51 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

52 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 12

1 (1.4)

69 (98.6)

Scenario 13

65 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

54 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (100)
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X2

P Value

903.057a

.000

Statement 4: The parent was caught stealing
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

3 (4.3)

67 (95.7)

Scenario 2

1 (1.7)

59 (98.3)

Scenario 3

3 (5.2)

55 (94.8)

Scenario 4

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 6

0 (0)

47 (100)

Scenario 7

53 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 8

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 9

51 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 10

56 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 11

52 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 12

70 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (1000
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X2

P Value

878.543a

.000

Statement 5: The parent had not been imprisoned yet
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

66 (94.3)

4 (5.7)

Scenario 2

60 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 3

0 (0)

58 (100)

Scenario 4

1 (1.9)

53 (98.1)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 6

1 (2.1)

46 (97.9)

Scenario 7

51 (96.2)

2 (3.8)

Scenario 8

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 9

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (100)
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X2

P Value

867.006a

.000

Statement 6: the child in the story is a girl
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

1 (1.4)

69 (98.6)

Scenario 2

60 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 3

0 (0)

58 (100)

Scenario 4

54 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (0)

Scenario 6

47 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 7

1 (1.9)

52 (98.1)

Scenario 8

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 9

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 10

56 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

70 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (0)

Scenario 14

51 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 16

56 (100)

0 (0)
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X2

P Value

899.132a

.000

Statement 7: The parent had been released on bail
Scenarios

Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

2 (2.9)

68 (97.1)

Scenario 2

0 (0)

60 (100)

Scenario 3

0 (0)

58 (100)

Scenario 4

0 (0)

54 (100)

Scenario 5

55 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 6

45 (95.7)

2 (4.3)

Scenario 7

0 (0)

53 (100)

Scenario 8

2 (3.6)

53 (96.4)

Scenario 9

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

52 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 12

70 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 15

1 (1.9)

53 (98.1)

Scenario 16

0 (0)

56 (100)
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X2

P Value

870.938a

.000

Statement 8: The parent is suffering from HIV/AIDS
Yes

NO

N (%)

N (%)

Scenarios
Scenario 1

1 (1.4)

69 (98.6)

Scenario 2

0 (0)

60 (100)

Scenario 3

0 (0)

58 (100)

Scenario 4

1 (1.9)

53 (98.1)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 6

0 (0)

47 (100)

Scenario 7

0 (0)

53 (100)

Scenario 8

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 9

1 (2.0)

50 (98.0)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

0 (0)

70 (100)

Scenario 13

0 (0)

65 (100)

Scenario 14

1 (2.0)

50 (98.0)

Scenario 15

54 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 16

56 (100)

0 (0)
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X2

P Value

871.256a

.000

Statement 9: The parent is suffering from mental illness
Yes N (%)
NO N (%)
X2
865.447a

Scenarios
Scenario 1

0 (0)

70 (100)

Scenario 2

0 (0)

60 (100)

Scenario 3

1 (1.7)

57 (98.3)

Scenario 4

0 (0)

54 (0)

Scenario 5

0 (0)

55 (100)

Scenario 6

0 (0)

47 (100)

Scenario 7

0 (0)

53 (100)

Scenario 8

1 (1.8)

54 (98.2)

Scenario 9

0 (0)

51 (100)

Scenario 10

0 (0)

56 (100)

Scenario 11

0 (0)

52 (100)

Scenario 12

0 (0)

70 (100)

Scenario 13

65 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 14

51 (100)

0 (0)

Scenario 15

0 (0)

54 (100)

248

P Value
.000

Scenario 16

3 (5.4)

53 (94.6)
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